Defending Reagan 

I am getting sick of people like you belittling the Reagan record. In 1983, after the 
Kemp-Roth tax cuts took effect, the economy took off for 80 straight months. Eighteen million 
jobs were created and the GNP grew by $2.5 trillion. 

In the March 22nd "Correction, Please!" Gary Benoit writes that "Mr. Reagan's budget 
proposals, with just one exception, called for an overall increase in revenues (taxes)." It's Mr. 
Benoit's assumption that increased revenues translates, automatically, to tax increases. We can 
increase revenues, as Reagan did, by stimulating the economy and letting the normal tax rates on 
increased profits provide the increased revenues. 

The Congress could have prevented the deficit, but it spent all of the increased revenue 
and more. When it comes to deficits, the "buck" stops at the Congress as stated in Article I, 
Section 8, of the Constitution. 

With presidents like Johnson, Carter, and Clinton, and candidates like McGovern, 
Mondale, and Dukakis, how can you, in good conscience, attack Reagan as if he was just another 
liberal Democrat? Reagan used our money to defeat communism, and the Democrats used our 
money to create the "Great Society." Who was the most successful? History will judge him fairly 
and so should you. 

C. RUSSELL FARMER 
Spartanburg, South Carolina 


"Gays" in the Military 

Regarding William P. Hoar's attack on gays in the March 8th issue: As a healing arts 
professional, I have actually known for years that homosexuals do not choose to be so, they just 
are. Only recently, however, have I made a personal study of this phenomenon, including 
conversations with gays and lesbians, reading a small armload of books, and discussing with 
experts on the field. This has led me to the conclusion that sexual orientation is an inborn 
characteristic, like being left-handed, determined not genetically, but during pregnancy. 

As an officer in the military who served more than two years active duty, I know that 
gays and lesbians served no better, but no worse, than their straight compatriots. They have been 
responsible for proportionately far fewer sex offenses than heterosexuals. They should be subject 
to the same rules as anyone else, but should not be subject to discrimination solely because of 
gender preference. 

REUEL E. HAMILTON, 
DMD COLONEL, 

U.S. ARMY RESERVE 
Woodstock, Georgia 


The Real Problem 
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Daniel Sterling's letter in the March 8th issue cannot go unanswered. His defense of Mr. 
Figgie is unfounded. Does Mr. Sterling really believe that those responsible for the deficit are 
going to reverse their plans which they have pursued for 60 years unless they are exposed and 
removed from office? 

The deficit is not the problem, it is only a symptom of the problem. The Establishment 
Insiders have an agenda which includes bankrupting the United States of America. Until such 
time as true patriots speak out to expose those who control our national government and are the 
real problem, there can be no real solution. It doesn't matter if you are Ross Perot, Rush 
Limbaugh, Oliver North, or Harry Figgie, if you're not honest and courageous enough to state the 
real problem, then you're part of the problem. 

MICHAEL A. CROUNSE, MD 
Pensacola, Florida 


Last Word on Skousen 

In the February 8th issue, Kerry Benson disparaged Dr. W. Cleon Skousen's patriotism, 
stating, "Of late, Skousen has intensified his campaign to persuade Americanist activists to stop 
opposing the new world order...." This accusation is totally false!! 

It is true that Skousen opposes us on a most critical issue, the con-con. But he has not 
come to his conclusion without some serious thought. To claim a person is an enemy because of 
a judgment call on one issue would result in our forces being rendered ineffective by becoming 
disunited. 

It has been my good fortune to know Skousen closely for 30 years. Few have contributed 
one percent of what he has to defending the Americanist cause. He ranks up there with Robert 
Welch, Ezra Taft Benson, and a host of other dedicated Americans. 


JOE FERGUSON 
American Fork, Utah 
FRONT PAGE Terror at the 
Towers 
Robert W. Lee 


America's internal security is eroding before our eyes 


On February 27th, the day after a huge explosion rocked the World Trade Center in New 
York City killing six persons and injuring more than 1,000, FBI Director William Sessions said 
on CNN's Newsmaker Saturday program that better intelligence information could have 
prevented the explosion. "Obviously, we did not head it off," he asserted. "If we had known that 
[it was planned], obviously we could have headed it off." 

Our nation's ability to keep track of dangerous individuals and organizations that threaten 
our internal security has been extensively eroded in recent decades, even as an increasingly 
interventionist foreign policy has generated unprecedented animosity toward the U.S. in many of 
the very countries most prone to terrorist retaliation. At the same time, our sieve-like 
immigration standards have virtually rolled out the proverbial red carpet for terrorists, assassins, 
and other malcontents anxious to strike back from within our borders. 

In 1936, President Franklin Roosevelt ordered FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover to 
commence investigations of fascist and communist activities within the United States. That 
presidential directive underpinned the FBI's subsequent investigations of espionage, sabotage, 
and terrorism. 
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Following the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, while then-California Attorney General 
(later Supreme Court Chief Justice) Earl Warren moved for the mass relocation of 
Japanese-American residents of California for security reasons, J. Edgar Hoover was the lone 
public figure openly opposed to it, largely because he knew that the FBI's intelligence network 
had collected sufficient information to pinpoint potential troublemakers, thereby precluding the 
need to target a// members of the Japanese-American community. It is an important point -- often 
ignored by those who contend the gathering of intelligence poses an undue threat to individual 
rights -- that such data can enable authorities to focus on a relatively few suspects, rather than 
virtually everyone in the vicinity, when an incident occurs. 

"Out of Business" 

In 1976, the FBI's traditional intelligence-gathering mission was significantly altered 
when one of our nation's most liberal attorneys general, Edward Levi, issued guidelines 
precluding the FBI from conducting domestic-security investigations unless it already had 
information that a federal crime had been committed or was about to be committed within 72 
hours. Any investigation then had to be terminated within 90 days, and the results made available 
upon request to the organization and/or operatives investigated. In 1976, the FBI security index 
contained files on 21,414 individuals. By 1989, the index had plummeted to less than 40. FBI 
Director William Webster, who had been appointed by President Jimmy Carter in 1978, candidly 
declared in the early 1980s that the FBI is "out of the internal security business." 

Other important intelligence-gathering entities were simply out of business, period. The 
following institutions which once provided our uniquely open society a modicum of intelligence 
protection were abolished: 

¢ Subversive Activities Control Board. 

¢ U.S. House Committee on Internal Security (HCIS). 

¢ U.S. Senate Internal Security Subcommittee. 

¢ Internal Security Division of the Department of Justice. 

¢ Internal security committees in state legislatures. 

¢ Anti-subversive records within city and state police departments. 

When the HCIS was abolished by the ultra-liberal Watergate Congress in 1975, its basic 
functions were to be assumed by the House Judiciary Committee, which did nothing of note 
thereafter to investigate internal security issues. On four occasions between 1975 and 1978, 
amendments were offered to compel the committee to expend at least $300,000 of its annual 
budget on internal security matters, but each was defeated. 

In 1981, the new Republican majority in the Senate sought to reverse the trend by 
establishing a Subcommittee on Security and Terrorism, but the panel was never adequately 
funded, and when the Democrats regained control of the upper chamber following the 1986 
election it was scrapped. 

A "Relentless Assault" 

With an intelligence apparatus in shambles, it was hardly a surprise when the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) reported in 1986 that "the Border Patrol is 
experiencing with greater concern increases in persons seeking entry with criminal intentions, 
such as border bandits, alien and narcotics smugglers, kidnappers and persons suspected of 
terrorist involvement. Violence along our borders has been increasing at an alarming rate." 

Earlier this year, the Washington Times obtained copies of a number of overseas INS 
cables. One dated February 3rd from Benedict Ferro, INS district director in Rome (which 
includes the Middle East, Africa, and Europe) warned that the "relentless assault" of passengers 
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from the Rome district entering the U.S. through John F. Kennedy International Airport in New 
York with phony documents "continues at a record pace," and "has passed a crisis level, with 
hundreds of aliens with bogus documents or no documents at all arriving and claiming asylum." 

During 1992, around 15,000 persons arrived at JFK Airport with either fraudulent 
documents or none at all. Another INS overseas official quoted by the Times lamented that the 
"chances of stopping any terrorist from entering the U.S. right now are nearly zero." 

Would-be terrorists do not simply fly in and out of our airports. Joseph Occhipinti, 
former chief of the New York area Anti-Smuggling Unit for the INS, states that a "good majority 
of the terrorists are also coming in, believe it or not, through the Mexican and Canadian borders. 
And if they are apprehended by the Border Patrol. they just claim ... that they are illegal aliens 
.... They are making their entry without any documentation as to who they are. Even when 
they're apprehended, we really don't know who they are. They can just tell us they are John Doe, 
and all we do is tell them, 'Look, we are going to put you in deportation proceedings. However, 
if you want to voluntarily leave the United States, we'll bring you back to the border ... without 
any formal deportation."’ As a result, Occhipinti maintains, "most terrorists are not going to take 
their chances of coming into Kennedy Airport unless they've got real good backing. Why should 
they, when they can make very easy entry by crossing the border either through Canada or 
through Mexico?" 

We have, Occhipinti agrees, "lost all control over our borders," one reason being that the 
INS "puts very little emphasis on the enforcement role. Their emphasis is more on the service, 
the adjudication of applications, how many people they can naturalize. This was one of my 
frustrations working with the anti-smuggling unit. Even though we had statutory authority to 
conduct investigations into the organized smuggling of terrorists into the United States, very 
little emphasis was ever put on it. And when I tried to do it, it was like fighting a battle." 

The lead segment of the CBS News program 60 Minutes for March 14th was devoted to 
the immigration problem. Dan Stein, who heads the Federation for American Immigration 
Reform, told correspondent Leslie Stahl, "Every single person on the planet earth, if he gets into 
this country, can stay indefinitely by saying two magic words: 'Political asylum.' You say 
‘political asylum,' you get a work card and you get an indefinite right to stay until the 
immigration service gets around to hearing your claim." And how long is that? Stein notes that 
they "are only deciding 11,000 a year. So if you have 100,000 being filed, and only 11,000 being 
decided, you can see that you have a backlog that is going to take 85 years to clear out, if they 
stop coming in today." 

In 1980, claims for political asylum numbered around 2,000 annually. Applicants had to 
be from nations determined to have the sort of strife that endangers political refugees. "In March 
1980," Washington Times reporter Michael Hedges recalls, "President Carter signed a law 
allowing persons from any nation to declare themselves political refugees and get a hearing." 
The new policy opened the floodgates. Last year, 103,000 claimed political asylum in the United 
States. Good guys, bad guys, terrorists bent on destruction, humanitarians here to help family -- 
who (on our side) knows? 

Trade Center Attack 

On March 17th, Mohamed Salameh and Nidal Ayyad were indicted by a federal grand 
jury for "unlawfully, willfully, knowingly and maliciously" damaging the World Trade Center 
"by use of an explosive device." It is alleged that Salameh rented the van used to transport the 
explosive, while his associate Ayyad (a chemical engineer) was capable of building a bomb. 

Salameh is a Jordanian citizen born in the Israeli-occupied (and politically explosive) 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


West Bank. According to immigration authorities, he entered the U.S. in February 1988 ona 
tourist visa. The visa expired in August of that year and he has been here illegally ever since. He 
was arrested on March 4th after attempting, two hours after the explosion on February 26th, to 
retrieve a $400 deposit he had put down on the Ryder truck that carried the explosives. An axle 
with a traceable number had been retrieved from the debris. Authorities subsequently found 
bomb-making paraphernalia at the house Salameh listed on the van rental form. 

According to investigators, money used to finance the bombing had been transferred in 
recent months from sources in Germany to a New Jersey bank account used by Salameh and 
alleged co-conspirator Ayyad. The two had leased a car together the day before the bombing and 
Salameh had called Ayyad at the latter's office in a Morristown, New Jersey chemical company 
four times that day. The calls were made from a pay telephone at the storage center where 
Salameh allegedly leased a locker in which the bomb-making chemicals were mixed. It is 
believed that Ayyad accompanied his friend to the Ryder office to rent the truck. 

A third person, Muslim fundamentalist Ibrahim Elgabrowny, was also indicted on March 
17th for fraud and obstruction of justice. Elgabrowny is a cousin of Sayyid Nosair, another 
Muslim fundamentalist who was tried and acquitted for the 1991 assassination of militant Rabbi 
Meir Kahane in New York City. Nosair was. however, convicted on related weapons and assault 
charges and is serving a 22-year prison term. According to Assistant U.S. Attorney Henry 
DePippo, Salameh had used Elgabrowny's address in Brooklyn to obtain a driver's license. 
DePippo also told the court that agents who searched the apartment (where Salameh often 
stayed) found fraudulent Nicaraguan passports, a pistol, 150 rounds of ammunition, and two stun 
guns. Elgabrowny's address was found on the Ryder van's rental documents. 

Mohamed Salameh, according to New Jersey police, regularly attended the El Salam 
Mosque in Jersey City. Ayyad and Elgabrowny have also worshipped at the mosque, which is 
headed by Sheik Omar Abdel-Rahman. spiritual leader of the Islamic fundamentalist group 
responsible for the 1981 assassination of Egyptian President Anwar Sadat. Sheik Abdel-Rahman 
has been implicated in many other terrorist acts against political figures and tourists. The 
55-year-old blind Muslim cleric commands a following in Egypt that some analysts have 
compared to that of the late Ayatollah Khomeini in Iran. Reportedly, he is funded in part by 
money from Iran sent via one of his wives in Cairo. On March 6th, the State Department asserted 
that Iran "is currently the most dangerous state sponsor of terrorism."A department spokesman 
told a reporter that Iran "is the world's principal sponsor of extremist Islamic and Palestinian 
groups, providing them with funds, weapons and training." 

Qualified Denial 

On March 16th, the sheik told ABC News correspondent Chris Wallace that he did not 
know any of the three indicted suspects. He had earlier denied any personal involvement in the 
bombing, declaring that "Islam is opposed to the destruction of life and property of the innocent. 
The bombing of the World Trade Center could not have been by a true Muslim." We have 
emphasized the operative word "innocent," since the sheik's record makes it abundantly clear that 
anyone opposing him and his beliefs is not deemed to be innocent. During his conversation 
with Chris Wallace, excerpts of which were included in a segment of ABC's March 18th Prime 
Time Live program, the sheik (according to Wallace) said "he opposes all who break the laws of 
Islam." And the Washington Times for March 5, 1993 reported that "his message includes calls 
to eradicate anyone who stands in the way of Islam." 

Sheik Abdel-Rahman was on the State Department's terrorist watch list even prior to the 
1981 assassination of President Sadat, for which the sheik was tried and acquitted when 
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prosecutors could not directly link him to the murder which his followers carried out. 
Nevertheless, he was allowed (supposedly due to a bureaucratic error) to enter the U.S. on a 
Sudanese tourist visa in 1990 and, in April 1991, was granted immigrant status on grounds that 
he was a religious leader. But in July 1991 immigration authorities revoked his green card after 
charging him with misrepresenting himself on his visa application and for "crimes of moral 
turpitude." Specifically, he had failed to note his polygamous status and had been convicted of 
bouncing a check in Egypt some years earlier. 

When the sheik returned to the United States on March 6, 1992, he was denied admission, 
his immigrant status was revoked, and he was placed on "exclusion status," meaning that the 
government would move to have him deported. But our bizarre immigration routine allowed him 
to stay here pending the outcome of a hearing and decision by an immigration judge. The hearing 
was held in January. On March 17th, a ruling that he could indeed be deported was announced. 
His attorney promptly declared that the ruling would be appealed, which means that the sheik 
will remain in the U.S. for many months, perhaps years. As the Washington Times' Michael 
Hedges had reported on March Sth, experts believe that the sheik's "ability to stay in the United 
States despite his widely reported links to terrorist groups -- and the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service decision to deny him admission in 1992 -- points up weaknesses in U.S. 
immigration laws also exposed by the recent case of suspected CIA killer Mir Aimal Kansi 

Attack on CIA 

Kansi is the prime suspect in the shooting deaths of CIA covert operations officer Frank 
Darling and agency physician-analyst Dr. Lansing H. Bennett outside the main gate of CIA 
headquarters in Langley, Virginia on January 25th. Three other persons were wounded. 

Kansi allegedly fled to Pakistan after the shootings, but that is by no means certain. There 
is no paperwork requirement for foreigners when leaving the U.S., so there is no INS record of 
his leaving the country. Someone using his name bought a ticket to Pakistan and someone was in 
his seat when the plane departed. It could have been Kansi. or it could have been an imposter. 

Joseph Occhipinti explains that under U.S. immigration law. "we inspect every 
passenger, every alien, every person coming into the United States ..... In the case of an alien, 
he has to prepare an immigration form I-94, which is an arrival and departure form." The form 
"is sent into a computer bank," and when ready to leave the country, the alien "surrenders his 
I-94 to any airline employee. So, if you're John Doe, and you're a terrorist, or you want to stay in 
the United States ... you drop off the 194 out at the airport, and someone else takes your place, an 
imposter." Airline employees routinely accept the I-94s. "Some imposters have admitted doing 
the trip 50, 60 times," Occhipinti recalls. "The airlines don't look anymore, they just sign the 
receipts." 

Mir Aimal Kansi was in the U.S. illegally. In Pakistan, he was considered a sympathizer 
of the Awami National Party, a small socialist faction concentrated in northern Pakistan and 
parts of Baluchistan. He left Pakistan on December 4, 1990 and entered the U.S. under the name 
Mir Aimal Kansi on March 3, 1991. He claimed political asylum, but one INS official described 
it as "a pathetically transparent" ploy lacking any "real grounds." 

On the other hand, another INS official told the Washington Times that even "if he had 
been expelled and wanted to come back again, all he'd need is a phony passport and a bogus 
name." On his application for political asylum, Kansi stated that he had entered the U.S. through 
JFK airport without being interviewed by immigration officials. On February 12, 1992, "he 
received a one-year authorization to work in the United States." 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


At first, the CIA shootings were thought to be random. but on February 12th Fairfax 
County Police Chief Michael W. Young told reporters that "the odds are that the slaying of the 
two CIA employees and wounding of three others outside the CIA's main gate was not random." 
It had been learned, for instance, that Kansi had several apparent connections to the CIA. He 
was. for example, employed at Excel Courier, Inc., which is owned by the son of Victor 
Marchetti, who was a CIA assistant deputy under former CIA Director Richard Helms. It is the 
only courier service authorized to deliver items to CIA headquarters, although Kansi did not 
make such deliveries. Victor Marchetti is editor of an anti-Israel newsletter and co-author of The 
CIA and the Cult of Intelligence. He has claimed that the CIA was behind the assassination of 
President John F. Kennedy and that the agency has covered up CIA contacts with unidentified 
flying objects and space creatures. 

Kansi was born in Quetta, Pakistan, a spot favored by arms merchants. U.S. operatives 
dropped off guns intended lot the Afghan mujahideen there in the 1980s. According to the 
Washington Times for February 13th, the "guns were smuggled through Miami, where shooting 
victim Frank A. Darling worked as a CIA covert operative." Darling's wire "was also an 
operative there." Kansi lived only a mile from the Darlings and Dr. Bennett. who themselves 
lived only a half-mile apart. David Whipple, a former CIA officer with overseas experience. was 
quoted by the Times as saying that in Pakistan, "everything that happens, from bad weather to 
power outages, is ascribed to the CIA." According to Fairfax County's chief prosecutor Robert F. 
Horan Jr., Kansi told his roommate shortly before the incident that he "intended to shoot 
something up" for "political retaliation." Horan told reporters that Kansi "was upset over the way 
Muslims were being treated in Bosnia or other political reasons." 

No Argument for Gun Control 

Gun control advocates have cited the CIA shootings as evidence that more stringent 
firearms regulations are needed. Scripps Howard News Service columnist Leonard Larsen railed 
on February 12th that the CIA shootings were "another warning that the needless slaughter won't 
stop until the gun traffic is stopped." Larsen backed a further ban on the importation of guns, but 
was silent about the need for more stringent immigration controls to deter the influx of potential 
terrorists and assassins. Incredibly, he argued that the identification of the suspect as a Pakistani 
immigrant was "a blow to the gun nut logic," on grounds that Kansi was able to legally purchase 
the rifle used for his alleged killing spree. Needless to say, Larsen conveniently neglected to 
mention the steps that led to that "legal" purchase. 

After receiving political asylum on doubtful grounds, and while waiting for a hearing 
(which was pending at the time of the shootings), Kansi was given a work document, a Social 
Security number (so he could work), and was able to secure a Virginia driver's license (had the 
Clinton Administration's motor-voter scheme been in place at the time, he could also have been 
eligible to vote). With documentation in hand, he was able to purchase an AR-15 semiautomatic 
rifle, as well as two handguns, from a Virginia gun shop. He was not deterred by Virginia's 
instant background check (he had no prior U.S. record of arrests or convictions) and was unfazed 
by the one-week delay while paperwork for the handguns was processed. He used a roommate's 
credit card to purchase a bulletproof vest. On January 16th, he traded in the AR-15 for the 
AK-47 rifle which authorities discovered in his apartment during a search on February 8th (the 
day before he was denoted as the prime suspect). Subsequent lab tests showed that the AK-47 
had fired the bullets that killed the two CIA officials. Kansi's fingerprints were found on shell 
casings at the crime scene. 

The very policies which enabled Mir Aimal Kansi to enter the country, stay, and obtain 
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documents enabling him to purchase guns, were set in place by the same sort of "liberals" who 
now cite the CIA shootings to bolster their drive for domestic disarmament. 
* ok * 

Our leading leftists have virtually demolished our nation's intelligence-gathering 
capability, have implemented masochistic immigration policies, and have embroiled our country 
in hatred-breeding foreign quarrels on the road to their long-sought new world order. The CIA 
shootings and the World Trade Center bombing are merely an indication of the extent to which 
the collectivist seeds they have planted over the years are bearing bitter -- and deadly -- fruit. 


REVIEW OF THE NEWS 


Congress OKs Budget Plan 

With only 11 Democrats not approving, the House of Representatives passed the broad 
outline of President Clinton's economic package by a 243-183 vote. The budget resolution, 
which will face future specific votes on spending and taxation, was hailed by proponents for its 
$510 billion in supposed deficit reduction. This "reduction" is from a baseline of potential future 
spending; using the President's statistics, it would mean an increase in overall spending from 
$1.5 trillion in fiscal 1993 to about $1.8 trillion in 1998. It includes the largest tax increase in 
U.S. history, deep defense cuts, and more than a trillion dollars of additions to the national debt 
over five years. The Senate also approved Mr. Clinton's blueprint, 54-45, with but two 
Democrats in opposition and no Republicans in favor of the resolution. 

Also passed in the House, 225-190, after conservative Democrats were denied a chance 
for an amending vote, was a $16.2 billion economic stimulus package, ostensibly aimed at 
creating jobs, but which includes a significant selection of pork. 

The stimulus is disguised as "emergency" spending to avoid violating previously 
agreed-upon discretionary spending caps. Some of the "emergency" spending is spread out as 
late as 1997, and includes down payments on computer projects that Congress has yet to see or 
approve, plus highway demonstration projects Hot vet authorized. Also in the stimulus package 
are such Community Development Block Grants as $500,000 for a golf course, $5 million for a 
beach parking garage, $1 million for a cemetery, $3.5 million for the historic preservation of a 
theater, million for a gym, and $3.25 million for a pool renovation. 

First Press Conference 

In his first formal press conference, President Clinton expressed his support for Russian 
President Boris Yeltsin and stated that he expected to meet with the Russian leader at a 
scheduled April 3-4 Vancouver summit. Mr. Clinton refused to speculate over what might 
happen if Yeltsin were impeached, but drew a distinction between the man who was "the first 
elected President [in Russia] in a thousand years" and the legislators "proceeding under a 
constitution that goes back to the communist era." 

On health care, Mr. Clinton indicated that no decisions had been made on funding, while 
saying that "1 will not ask the American people to pay for a health care plan until the people who 
will be making money out of the changes that we propose are asked to give back some of the 
money they will make." The President asserted, "We've got to give the American people the right 
to know they're going to be covered with health insurance, that they're not going to have their 
costs going up two or three times the rate of inflation, [and that] they're not going to lose the 
right to pick their doctor." 

Responding to a question about the Pentagon's allegedly "undercutting your proposal for 
permitting gays in the military," Mr. Clinton gave an answer that angered homosexuals by 
suggesting he might agree to limiting their participation in certain jobs. Segregation by sexual 
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orientation, if that was the recommendation of a Pentagon report, could not be ruled out 
"depending on what the grounds and arguments were." The President stated that "if you can 
discriminate against people in terms of whether they get into the service or not, based on not 
what they are but what they say they are, then I would think you could make appropriate 
distinctions on duty assignments once they're in." The courts, conceded the President. "have 
historically given quite wide berth to the military to make judgments of that kind in terms of duty 
assignments." When that provoked disapproval from the homosexual lobby, Mr. Clinton denied 
that he had reversed his position. 

There's a compromiser for you Throw money at Russia's problems to help its 
"democracy"; take money from American health-care professionals (by asking them to "give 
back" funds they "will make") in the course of socializing medicine; and try to fudge on an 
appalling military morale killer by allowing deviants into the ranks while making them separate 
but equal. 

Russian Power Struggle 

With the Yeltsin opposition unable to muster enough votes in the Congress of People's 
Deputies to oust the Russian president, it appears that Boris Yeltsin has survived to fight another 
day. When Yeltsin first announced that he was going to assume special powers through 
emergency rule, the Constitutional Court determined that the president had violated the 
constitution, leading many to believe that Yeltsin would be impeached. This raised a possibility 
that Yeltsin would not leave -- indeed he said as much. Western observers raised the specter of 
civil war. 

However, a formal decree issued by Yeltsin calling for an April 25th referendum -- a 
nationwide vote on his rule, a new constitution, and new election laws -- omitted any reference to 
emergency rule. While the so-called parliament could not come up with a two-thirds majority 
against Yeltsin. hard-line opponents continue to try to chip away at his power. 

Military Base Closings 

The Pentagon announced the closing of 31 major military bases in 15 states, plus 
reductions in personnel in a dozen other major facilities and the realignment and shutting down 
of 122 other smaller facilities. The jobs of some 24,000 in the military, as well as 57,000 civilian 
posts, will be lost, the Defense Department calculated, with a five-year, 22 percent reduction in 
U.S. forces. Hit hardest in terms of lost jobs will be California, with South Carolina, Florida, 
and Alaska also greatly affected. The reductions are supposed to save $3. I billion annually by 
the year 2000. 

TNA / April 19, 1993 (p. 11) 

A presidential commission on base closings is scheduled to review the list before July 
1st. The commission's recommendations then go to the President, who has until September 1st to 
accept or reject the entire list. Should Mr. Clinton approve, Congress must vote up or down on 
the whole package. 

The district in California represented by Congressman Ron Dellums, the new House 
Armed Services Committee chairman, was hit with a number of closures, prompting Dellums to 
charge that the Pentagon was punishing his district for his anti-military votes. Be that as it may, 
it was diverting to see so many doves, especially in California, molting into hawks when their 
districts were affected. To such liberals, the military is but a job bank. Politics played a role. 
Two additional California bases, thought to be on the chopping block, received last-minute 
reprieves -- one in the district of former congressman Leon Panetta, now the Clinton 
Administration budget honcho, the other in the district of Representative Vic Fazio, chairman of 
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the fund-raising Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee. 
North Korea Quits Nuke Pact 

North Korea's decision to withdraw from the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) was 
criticized by the United States. Washington indicated that diplomatic pressure will be stepped up 
against the communist country for being the first of 154 signatory nations to withdraw from the 
pact. President Clinton, however, said he hoped the North Koreans, on a "semi-war" footing due 
to U.S.-South Korean military exercises, would have a "change of heart." Similarly, it appeared 
that the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) would be willing to grant Pyongyang more 
time to reconsider. South Korean Foreign Minister Han Sung-joo cautioned against the 
communist neighbor's using the NPT for bargaining, saying: "Even if negotiations are held to 
solve this issue peacefully, Pyongyang's compliance with IAEA nuclear inspections cannot be 
bargained for something else." 

Authorities from IAEA, given access to U.S. satellite photographs with seemingly 
decisive evidence that North Korea is violating the treaty, were prohibited from visiting the sites 
in question. When the IAEA pressed, North Korea pulled out. The CIA thinks that North Korea 
has been hiding at least enough material for one nuclear weapon, and South Korea has also 
expressed concern that the North has sufficient plutonium for a bomb similar to that dropped on 
Nagasaki. 

Red China added to the jockeying, with a government source from Beijing telling a Seoul 
publication that North Korea would rejoin the NPT. Then China's foreign minister indicated that 
Beijing would not endorse sanctions against Pyongyang and announced that his government 
would also oppose bringing up the matter before the UN Security Council, where Communist 
China has a veto. 

Those who believe we are made safe by pieces of paper called arms-control treaties 
received a shock -- that is, if such .folks are capable of facing the truth. Lieutenant General 
Daniel Graham, the director of High Frontier, observes that North Korea's overt withdrawal 
from the NPT obviously means that it had covertly withdrawn from the treaty years ago. 

More Blast Suspects Held 

A month after the February 26th bombing of the World Trade Center, an Egyptian-born 
former New York City cab driver, 33-year-old Mahmud Abohalima, was arrested as a possible 
ringleader in the explosion that killed six persons and left more than 1,000 injured. Abohalima, 
who entered the U.S. in 1986 on a German passport, was taken into custody in Egypt and was 
turned over to U.S. authorities who flew him to New York. His lawyer claimed that he was 
tortured while in Egyptian hands. Abohalima was said to be one of three Arab males who fled 
the country after the early March arrest of the first suspect, Mohammed Salameh, an illegal 
immigrant from Jordan believed by investigators to have rented the van used to carry the 
explosives. 

Abohalima, reportedly seen with Salameh in a van on the day of the bombing, has been 
named by witnesses as a onetime driver and aide to Sheik Omar Abdel-Rahman, a militant 
Islamic clergyman who has called for the overthrow of the Egyptian government and favors a 
regime in Cairo similar to that in Iran. Sheik Rahman. however, denied any connection with the 
explosion, or knowing Abohalima or any of the other suspects who authorities say worshipper at 
his mosque in Jersey City. This despite the sheik's being filmed by CNN at the apartment of 
Abohalima's brother and a report that the suspect Abohalima was accompanying the sheik. 
Another man, a Jordanian-born illegal alien named Bilall Alkaisi, turned himself in shortly 
after Abohalima was returned to New York; Alkaisi was charged with aiding and abetting the 
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bombing. 
Justice White to Retire 

Supreme Court Justice Byron White announced that he would retire this summer after 31 
years on the nation's high court, providing President Clinton with an early opportunity to change 
the voting trend of the Supreme Court. White is the only remaining justice who was appointed by 
a Democrat (John Kennedy in 1962). Though no conservative, Justice White has sided with 
constitutionalists on several key votes -- including dissenting in the Miranda decision (which 
requires police to warn suspects that they can remain silent and have a lawyer) and Roe v. Wade 
(which established a "right" to abortion); writing the 5-4 decision that refused to extend 
constitutional sanction to homosexual sodomy; generally opposing affirmative action programs; 
and voting to enforce laws against flag burning. 

Whom will Mr. Clinton appoint? And which Clinton will have the final say? Speculation 
naturally abounds, and lawyers close to the White House suggest that "diversity" will be most 
important. Said one to the New York Times: "The odds against a WASP male are at least 10 to 
one." 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


DID YOU KNOW ? 

* Good Reasons for Name Change. Anti-communist Phillip Abbott Luce started the 
hard-hitting newsletter The Pink Sheet on the Left to expose the Communist Party and its 
insidious schemes, as well as any other organization or individual working to increase the size 
and power of government. 

With the election of Ronald Reagan in 1980. Luce changed the name of the newsletter to 
The American Sentinel, and changed the publication's emphasis to geo-strategic issues. 

But beginning with the February 15, 1993 issue, the biweekly newsletter became The 
Pink Sheet on the Left again. Editor Lee Bellinger writes, "Consider 10 good reasons why we 
brought The Pink Sheet on the Left out of retirement: Bill Clinton, Hillary Clinton, Strobe 
Talbott, Albert Gore, Ronald Dellums, Donna Shalala, Ron Brown, Lawrence Walsh, Leon 
Panetta, and Warren Christopher." 

¢ Stolen Votes Update. A federal court has upheld the decision of the Democratic majority in 
the U.S. House of Representatives to grant partial voting power to the five House delegates from 
Guam, the Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, the District of Columbia, and American Samoa. The 
Democratic plan grants the delegates votes under a procedural designation called the Committee 
of the Whole, which consists of every member of the House and which has different quorum and 
parliamentary rules than those used on the House floor. Such a plan is beneficial to the 
Democratic majority because many important amendments to bills are approved in this special 
committee instead of being considered on the floor of the House. All legislation passed by the 
Committee of the Whole must be sent to the House floor for final approval, but because it is 
virtually the same people considering the legislation, a final floor vote after approval by the 
Committee of the Whole is often a mere formality. 

The federal court approved a compromise version of the original Democratic plan, 
whereby votes that pass by a margin of less than five votes in the Committee of the Whole must 
be retaken without counting the five delegates. 

¢ Federal Pro-Castro Subsidies. Antonio de la Cova of the Selous Foundation's Institute for 
U.S.-Cuba Relations recently charged that U.S. tax dollars are being used in a propaganda drive 
to normalize relations with Fidel Castro's Cuba. In a paper entitled "Academic Espionage," Cova 
states that the U.S. State Department has given half a million dollars to a group of 
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Cuban-American university professors who have strong ties to front groups of Castro's secret 
police. Most of the group of 17 professors, who are based out of Florida International University, 
have publicly declared that the United States should end its embargo against Cuba and normalize 
trade relations with that nation. The government-funded pro-Castro propaganda commission is 
expected to publish its final report, titled Cuba in Transition, in June 1993. 

¢ Foreign Aid Admissions. The March 29th U.S. News & World Report notes that U.S. aid 
going to Russia is often funneled away from its intended purpose: "Moscow has no central 
authority to monitor the dispersal of foreign aid, and as a result, much of it is siphoned off to 
bureaucrats or to the black market." 

Sergei Khrushchev, son of the former communist dictator, concurs, writing in a March 
19th New York Times op-ed piece: "As things stand now, foreign aid ... would most likely 
disappear without a trace into the secret accounts that Russian bureaucrats and industrial 
managers hold in Western banks." 

¢ Is Being a Jerk a Federal Offense? In 1990, when Laotian immigrant Xiong Lee considered 
renting a house for his family in an Appleton, Wisconsin neighborhood, Jean Weber, who lived 
in the house next door, allegedly used ethnic slurs in an attempt to change Lee's mind. While 
most people see such behavior as obnoxious and repulsive, the folks at the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development saw more -- a "crime." And despite the fact that Weber was 
neither landlord nor a potential tenant of the rental property, a federal judge found her guilty of 
violating the 1968 Fair Housing Act and slapped her with a $12,000 fine. 

¢ More Free Food. The number of Americans receiving federal food stamps climbed to a 
record high 26.6 million last December, according to a March 2nd Associated Press dispatch. 
That number comprises roughly one of every ten people in the United States. 

¢ Homosexual Recruitment Spreads. The New York City school system, with its 
multi-cultural Children of the Rainbow curriculum, is not the only school system indoctrinating 
children with propaganda about homosexuals. According to the January 15th Washington 
Inquirer, the student newspaper of Potomac High School near Washington, DC recently ran an 
advertisement by the "Sexual Minority Youth Assistance League." The ad informed young 
readers that there is nothing wrong with the homosexual life-style, and offered a phone-in "youth 
helpline," support groups, and an "after school drop-in center" for young people who think they 
might be "gay." 

And in Colorado, former major league baseball umpire Dave Pallone spoke to an 
assembly at Aspen High School on January 25th. Pallone's claim to fame is his book, Behind the 
Mask, in which he revealed his homosexuality and claimed that he was fired from baseball 
because of his life-style. 

"His speech was a cleverly disguised attempt to legitimize in the minds of students that 
the homosexual life-style is just as acceptable" as a heterosexual one, Reverend Bruce Porter of 
Alpine Christian Fellowship told THE NEW AMERICAN. Asked what he thought was the 
purpose of Pallone's speech to the students, Porter replied: "Definitely it was homosexual 
recruitment?" 

-- THOMAS R. EDDLEM 


NATION Ross Perot's 


Referendum 

On March 21st, Ross Perot spent $500,000 of his own money to broadcast 30 minutes of 
his ideas about important problems facing our nation. As he has done in the past, he led off with 
a discussion of federal debt and deficits. But he threw in a series of suggested solutions to these 
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real problems that are not going to accomplish much and could do a great deal of harm. 
Missing the Mark 

Part of Perot's television message included the introduction of his own "National 
Referendum." By outlining the referendum during his presentation and inserting it as an ad in TV 
Guide magazine, he hoped to attract a flood of responses that will boost his ability to influence 
national leaders. But some of the questions in the referendum do not address the real issues on 
the minds of the American people, and others focus on supposed solutions that are not solutions 
at all. 

For instance, question two asks: "Should the President present an overall plan including 
spending cuts, spending increases, and tax increases and present the net result of the overall plan, 
so that the people can know the net result before paying more taxes?" Wouldn't a better question 
be: "Should the President and the Congress be told that they must reduce government spending 
and government programs, not increase taxes. as the way to cut the deficit?" The way Perot has 
phrased his question, tax increases are being treated as a necessary part of any deficit-reduction 
plan. 

Question four asks for approval or disapproval of a "Constitutional Balanced Budget 
Amendment." But the Constitution is not at fault for the deficit problem and it is not in need of 
fixing. Congress created the problem by its profligate and unconstitutional spending habits, and 
Congress can cut spending whenever it chooses to do so. Consider: Last July, 280 of the 435 
congressmen voted for a measure that would have added a balanced budget amendment to the 
Constitution. Two-thirds (290) were needed to force this issue to the Senate, so it failed. But only 
half (218) are needed to pass or reject legislation creating a balanced budget. No amendment is 
needed to balance the budget -just half of the Congress can do so any time. 

Perot asked for an opinion about "term limits" for the Members of Congress. This is pure 
gimmickry. If some new law would remove elected officials after so many years in office, voters 
would likely elect the same kind of representatives to replace them. Citizen education that leads 
to the removal of big spenders via the election process is the only sure way to get decent 
representation. 

Four separate questions dealt with curtailing the activities of lobbyists and "special 
interests." Beyond the important matter of free speech which these measures would seem to 
curtail, isn't everyone who contacts a member of Congress a lobbyist? Aren't all who send a point 
of view to Washington or who respond positively to a candidate's need for funds representing 
some "special interests""? 

How can it be wrong in our supposedly free country for an organization of doctors to 
contribute to the reelection campaign of a congressman who opposes socialized medicine? Or for 
a farmer's group to help a congressman who wants to break government's stranglehold on 
agriculture? The problem is not lobbyists; the problem is that the people back home do not know 
what their representatives are doing. 

Attacking the Constitution 

In past speeches and radio shows, Ross Perot has promoted the dangerous idea of a 
constitutional convention. While he did not mention a proposed con-con in his March 21st 
television appearance, he called for an end to the electoral college and for the addition of both a 
line-item veto and term limitations. All of these issues are being promoted as constitutional 
amendments. As noted above, he also specifically called for a balanced budget amendment. 

Each of these proposals leaves a listener convinced that the Constitution is at fault when 
the real problem in America is lack of citizen awareness. A campaign that would competently 
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address the real deficiency in America -- an ill-informed voting public -- would really help to 
solve problems and protect the Constitution in the process. The solutions Ross Perot offers 
amount to gimmickry at best and an attack on the Constitution at worst. Education, not quick 
fixes that don't really fix anything, is the answer. 

-- JOHN F.McMANUS 


NATION Finally, An 
Attorney General! 

On February 11th, President Clinton tried one more time to fill the head 
slot at the Justice Department, nominating Florida state prosecutor Janet Reno as attorney 
general. In whirlwind fashion, Reno was then unanimously endorsed by the Senate Judiciary 
Committee on March 10th, the full Senate gave its blessing (98 to O) the next day, and on March 
12th she was sworn in as our nation's first female attorney general. 

Republican senators, still smarting from the accusations of male chauvinism hurled by 
feminists in the wake of the 1991 Clarence Thomas-Anita Hill brouhaha, allowed the Reno 
confirmation to become, in the words of ABC News correspondent Jim Wooten, "all sunshine 
and blue skies." When she entered the room, the audience gave Reno a standing ovation. Senator 
Orrin Hatch (R-UT) defended her against what he called "scurrilous rumors" about her private 
life and declared, "I'm impressed with your credentials and with what you've done with your 
life." Senator Strom Thurmond (R-SC) effused: "Miss Reno, you have a very fine record, and I 
know of no reason that I would have not to support you." 

Feminists Rejoice 

According to the Washington Times for February 10th, Reno, a self-described "old 
maid" who never married and has no children (and therefore no problems with illegal-alien 
baby-sitters), had been recommended to the White House shortly after the November election 
"by the Coalition of Women's Appointments, which is led by Patricia Ireland, president of the 
National Organization for Women, and Harriet Woods, president of the National Women's 
Political Caucus." Administration officials acknowledged that Miss Reno, who is "pro-choice" 
on the abortion issue, "vaulted to the top of the short list through the backing of Marian Wright 
Edelman, president of the Children's Defense Fund and a close friend of Hillary Rodham 
Clinton's..." But Miss Reno, who was caring for her 79-year-old mother at the time, balked at 
moving to Washington. Her mother, however, passed away in December, making such a move 
possible. 

During a March 16th MacNeil/Lehrer News Hour interview, Celeste Lacy Davis, senior 
staff attorney lot Planned Parenthood, gushed that "it is refreshing ... to see an attorney general 
and Administration that would restore the protections of women's liberty and right to choose." 
Davis was responding to Reno's March 12th assertion that "somehow or another there has got to 
be a federal response to interference through physical conduct ... which restrains access to a 
woman's right to choose." 

Of approximately 300 top posts requiring confirmation in the new Administration, only 
23 had been filled by early March. Miss Reno was the first to be confirmed at the Justice 
Department. President Clinton's first nominee for attorney general had been corporate lawyer 
Zoe Baird, senior vice president and general counsel for Aetna Life and Casualty, who withdrew 
after it was revealed that she and her husband had violated federal law by hiring two illegal 
aliens to tend their child and drive Mrs. Baird to work. They had also failed to pay Social 
Security taxes on the Peruvian couple. The 1986 Immigration Reform and Control Act (which 
the Justice Department enforces) calls for civil penalties of up to $3,000 per count for businesses 
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and individuals who knowingly hire illegal aliens. The Bairds paid a $2,900 civil fine and 
$12,000 in back Social Security taxes, penalties, and interest. 

The President's second choice, New York federal judge Kimba Wood, ran into a 
roadblock when it was learned that she too had hired an illegal alien for child care. Though she 
had technically done nothing illegal (it was before the 1986 immigration law formally made it 
illegal to employ undocumEnted workers, and she had paid Social Security taxes on the baby 
sitter) she withdrew her name before it was submitted by the President. 

Florida Record 

Janet Reno received a bachelor's degree in chemistry from Cornell University in 1960 
and a law degree from Harvard Law School in 1963. That same year she became an associate in 
the law firm of Brigham & Brigham in Miami. In 1967, she became a partner in Lewis & Reno, 
another Miami firm. In 1971, she left that job to serve for two years as staff director of the 
Florida House of Representatives judiciary committee, then became assistant prosecutor in the 
Dade County State Attorney's Office (1973 to 1976) before returning to private practice with the 
Miami firm of Steel, Hector & Davis. In 1978. Reno was elected state attorney in Dade County 
(which includes Miami), and was re-elected tour times thereafter. receiving 70 percent of the 
vote in 1988 and running unopposed last year. 

As a State prosecutor, Reno was criticized by conservatives who claimed she was less 
concerned with citizen protection than with criminal rights (she has been quoted as saying that 
her "highest priority is to protect the rights of the accused, not convict the guilty"), and by black 
groups, who assailed her for not prosecuting store owners for shooting persons who were 
robbing them. 

On March 9th, ABC News correspondent Mark Potter reported that most criticism of her 
work as prosecutor was that she put fewer criminals in state prison than did her counterparts 
elsewhere throughout the state. During 1992, for instance, Miami prosecutors convinced judges 
to send 3,276 offenders to state prison. But in Tampa, 4,011 criminals were jailed, and in Fort 
Lauderdale (where the system handled only one-half as many felony cases as did Reno's office), 
4,891 convicted felons were sent to state prison. Her office lost 40 percent of the felony cases it 
brought to trial during 1992. 

Stands on the Issues 

Capital Punishment. In the late 1980s, Miss Reno was appointed by then-Governor Bob 
Martinz (D) as a special prosecutor to investigate the case of James Richardson, a black Arcadia 
fruit picker who had been sentenced to death in 1968 after a jury convicted him of murdering one 
of his seven children, all of whom had died after eating a lunch laced with insecticide. 
Richardson's sentence was commuted to life in prison in 1972 after the U.S. Supreme Court 
temporarily outlawed capital punishment. Reno's report claimed that prosecutors had suppressed 
evidence, witnesses had committed perjury, Richardson's constitutional rights had been violated, 
and investigators had not thoroughly looked into allegations that a baby sitter may have poisoned 
the children. Her report convinced a judge to order Richardson's release, without retrial, in April 
1989. 

Richardson has filed a $35 million suit claiming that he was wrongly accused. Former 
U.S. Attorney Robert Merkle, who has been retained as an expert witness for the state attorney 
who prosecuted Richardson, contends that Reno was wrong in concluding that Richardson was 
not guilty and that she had been influenced by the extensive national media publicity about the 
case and political pressure from Richardson's supporters. Merkle believes that Richardson is 
guilty and, at the very least, should have been retried. 
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During her confirmation hearings, Janet Reno confirmed that she personally opposes 
capital punishment, but said she recognizes the duty of prosecutors to seek the death penalty for 
killers who are "totally contemptuous of human life." She asserted that if "the law requires it, if 
the procedure is right, you ask for it," but did not explain what she would do when the law 
merely authorizes (rather than requires) capital punishment, or her criteria for determining when 
"the procedure is right." 

Gun Control. During the hearings, Reno made it abundantly clear that she is no friend of 
gun owners. At one point, Senator Edward Kennedy (D-MA) asserted, "I would like to just ask 
you about what we might expect on this element of violence and guns -- guns in our society." 
Miss Reno responded that "it is imperative that we go after the people who use the guns in the 
wrong way and prosecute them as vigorously as possible," but then declared that "certainly I 
would be very supportive of the President's efforts with regards to the Brady bill and the ban on 
assault weapons." 

Senator Kennedy: "Do I understand your position that, in terms of a waiting period for 
automatic weapons, that you'd support that as well?" 

Miss Reno: "That's correct." 

Senator Kennedy: "And that you will review with members of the -- well, not only the 
committee, but of law enforcement personnel, various other groups, to try and at least what? -- 
prohibit the manufacture, distribution and sale of automatic weapons that are not used for 
hunting purposes?" 

Miss Reno: "That's correct, sir." 

Senator Kennedy: "I'm very much encouraged by your response." 

Drug War. The war on drugs is another Reno priority. She told the Senate panel that "if 
you confirm me as an attorney general, the president of the United States is going to have an 
attorney general that doesn't back away from vigorous enforcement against traIL lickers, against 
anybody who would deal in this human misery. I want to continue that effort. I think it is 
imperative. I want to use every lawful tool at my command to continue to go after those 
traffickers, to work with state and local law enforcement, so that we use our resources without 
duplication to make sure that we get those people put away and kept away." 

She did not indicate what she would do to curb the excesses of forfeiture laws (currently 
among the "lawful tools" at her command) which, under the guise of fighting drugs, allow law 
enforcement authorities to confiscate and keep money and property belonging to entirely 
innocent persons wrongly suspected of drug dealing. 

The Environment. Regarding the enforcement of increasingly onerous and expensive 
federal environmental laws, the nominee testified that she thought "there are some mean, bad 
environmental criminals who have utter contempt for our laud, our air and our water, and I think 
they should be vigorously prosecuted and vigorously punished." She expressed her desire "to do 
everything I can to enforce the laws that protect the environment for all Americans, and force 
polluters to pay to clean up the mess they have left behind." 

Domestic Violence and Religious Freedom. Janet Reno also asserted she thought that it 
is "imperative that we not only address the violence of strangers on our streets, but that we 
address violence in the home, the whole problem of child abuse." And she endorsed the 
Religious Freedom Restoration Act, recently re-introduced by Senator Orrin Hatch, which would 
overturn a U.S. Supreme Court decision that makes it easier for state and local governments to 
interfere with religious practices. Among other things, the High Court's ruling has led to bans on 
some religious clothing (such as yarmulkes) in schools and has empowered authorities to 
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perform autopsies in situations where religious beliefs forbid it. 
* *K * 

The Justice Department is the nation's largest law enforcement and prosecutorial agency, 
with an annual budget topping $11 billion and 84,000 employees spread throughout the U.S. and 
several foreign countries. For now, it will be administered by an attorney general who. as 
conservative stalwart Senator Jesse Helms (R-NC) noted prior to the Senate vote on March 11th, 
supports gun-control legislation, opposes the death penalty, is pro-choice, and agreed to plea 
bargain 97 percent of the cases that came before her office. Yet even Senator Helms voted for 
confirmation, because "[p]eople I know have given her the highest recommendation with respect 
to her character." As one observer put it, recalling pachyderms of the Tarzan and Walt Disney 
eras: "At a time when we need a Tantot to rescue the republic, the GOP elephant is acting like 
Dumbo." 

--ROBERT W. LEE 


WORLD CNN Supports 
Global Police 

Those who remain skeptical about the growing danger to American sovereignty and the 
ominous growth of the UN's power consider "right-wing" evidence to be tainted by alarmism. 
But those skeptics will find it impossible to dismiss the testimony offered by Ted Turner's CNN 
network in Our Planetary Police, a one-hour "news" special presented on March 7th. 

Our Planetary Police was the inaugural installment of CNN Presents, a series of 
one-hour specials that will be broadcast on the first Sunday evening of every month. These 
programs, like the American Agenda segments on ABC newscasts, are intended to govern the 
public's perceptions regarding selected issues. Our Planetary Police was intended to evangelize 
on behalf of a fully-armed, battle-ready UN "peacekeeping" army with a universal mandate. 

Host Bernard Shaw opened the program by declaring, "With the end of the Cold War, 
the United Nations is beginning to put muscle behind its words, plunging into the business of 
waging peace -- becoming, in effect, a planetary police force." 

Reporter Stephen Frazier reiterated that theme, stating that the "noble" aspirations of the 
UN were stymied by the Cold War; however, now that Russia is busy with political reform and 
China is dependent upon Western economic aid, "The UN is free to tackle many things by 
defining them as threats to peace and security." Among the problems mentioned by Frazier were 
terrorism, nuclear arms production, and human rights abuses. However, the menu of crises is not 
limited to the obvious. S.S. Mumbengegwi, the Zimbabwean ambassador to the UN, frankly 
admitted, "A threat to peace and security is what the Security Council says it is." 

Once the Security Council has identified a "threat" and sent in its "police," it spares no 
effort in (as Bernard Shaw put it) "waging peace with the old weapons of war." The precedent set 
in the invasion of Somalia was fully appreciated and candidly described: There was hardly a hint 
of the earlier persiflage about American troops landing in Somalia merely to feed the hungry. 
Frazier pointed out that in Somalia UN forces took sides, conducted disarmament operations, and 
took an aggressive role -- "shooting anybody who threatens [the] peacemakers, or who blocks 
their mission." 

According to Frazier, the Somalian operation has inspired calls for armed UN 
intervention in other war-ravaged areas: "Seeing the UN's new boldness. victims in other 
countries are lined up to ask it to take their side, too. There are more calls for help now than the 
United Nations can handle. Ethnic hatreds, collapsing governments, battles for a homeland -- all 
fuel conflicts that could spread without a large, early UN action." 
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A few modest dissenting voices were permitted, all of them from the Third World. 
Ambassador Mumbengegwi protested that the UN's military operations could simply allow large 
states to tyrannize smaller ones. Hamid Ansari, India's UN ambassador, expressed concern about 
the erosion of national sovereignty. 

But those critics who were quoted onscreen were little more than rhetorical clay pigeons. 
Frazier proclaimed, "With a dozen wars blistering the planet ... more UN intervention is 
inevitable, even where it's not welcome." 

UN Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali explained that a significant step toward the 
establishment of the UN's "universal" authority will be the development of a "rapid deployment 
force" composed of stand-by units from member nations. George Bush shared Boutros-Ghali's 
aspirations in this respect, as does Bill Clinton. But Boutros-Ghali demands "more soldiers, more 
fighting power, more money, and lots more commitment from the member nations" in order to 
consummate his vision. As Frazier observed. that vision requires the establishment of a 
full-scale UN army. 

Madeliene Albright, the Clinton Administration's UN Ambassador (and, predictably, a 
member of the Council on Foreign Relations), an alumna of the Carter Administration foreign 
policy brain trust, was described in Our Planetary Police as "the most powerful person at the 
UN." She has no ambition to use that power to preserve America's sovereignty -- quite the 
contrary. According to Albright, "The power that we have had as a nation comes from the ability 
to look into the future and to be on the side of change." Oracular pretensions of that sort were 
common to Albright and her associates in the Carter Administration, who subverted America's 
allies in Iran, Nicaragua, and elsewhere in the name of "change." But America's real strength 
comes from a source Albright apparently cannot recognize. 

America's strength resides in its unique patrimony of liberty and independence, and its 
inherited institutions of ordered liberty. It resides in the honor and resilience of a people whose 
forefathers chose to fight an impossible war against the world's mightiest empire rather than 
relinquish their ancient, God-granted rights. As CNN has now documented, we presently 
confront the same stakes -- and skeptics are now left without excuse. 

-- WILLIAM NORMAN GRIGG 


THE RIGHT ANSWERS 


Q. Is Bill Clinton's sister a felon? 
-- §.T., Dothan, AL. 


A. You are apparently referring to 46-year-old Dianne Welch, who served six-plus years in a 
maximum security prison in Texas on narcotics and armed robbery convictions. Ms. Welch is a 
stepsister of Bill Clinton; her father and Mr. Clinton's mother were married in 1968. 

Welch earlier this year told the tabloid television show A Current Affair that two days 
before the 1992 election Democratic Party operatives hustled her off to a hotel room to warn her 
to stay away from reporters. 

Q. Whatever happened to the illegal immigrants employed by attorney general nominee Zoe 
Baird? How many such illegal immigrants are working in American homes and being paid under 
the table? 

-- W.H.S., Garden City, NY 


A. The nanny and chauffeur who were hired by Zoe Baird were in the country illegally from 
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Peru. When that fact came out, plus Baird's not paying the required Social Security taxes, her 
attorney-general nomination was derailed. The Peruvian couple, recently divorced, then came 
under the scrutiny of the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) for possible deportation. 
Former chauffeur Victor Corderos voluntarily left the U.S. in January; ex-wife Lillian followed 
shortly after. 

The Internal Revenue Service estimates that there may be two million Americans who 
hire domestic workers to take care of children, garden, clean house, etc. Yet the IRS says there is 
full compliance with tax and immigration laws for only 250,000 of these. Demetrios 
Papademetriou, former Bush Administration immigration specialist, guesses that there are now 
3.5 million illegal aliens in this country. This includes an estimated 500,000 farm workers and 
350,000 domestic employees. 


Q. How serious is Jesse Jackson's threat to organize a boycott of professional baseball? Is 
there any government cooperation with the effort? 
-- W.R., Rupert, ID 


A. The Reverend Jesse Jackson is not alone in his plans for setting tip an affirmative-action 
plan for baseball management. Three federal agencies have been attentively dealing with Jackson 
-- the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, the Commission on Civil Rights, and the 
Justice Department. Among other Jackson ultimata: More females and minority-group members 
must be hired for senior management slots, umpiring jobs, and coaching positions, Said Jackson: 
"We expect before the season opens a plan, a policy, goals, targets and timetables to irreversibly 
change this historical lockout and denial of opportunity." 

Jackson has also called on pro baseball, as well as the National Football League, to 
change the politically incorrect names of several teams, including the Cleveland Indians, Atlanta 
Braves, and Washington Redskins. Strangely enough, Jackson has not called for a proportionate 
number of minority players in professional sports, which would require a hefty hiring of 
Caucasians to get the "appropriate" percentages in the population at large. 

Q. How many federal judges were appointed by Ronald Reagan and George Bush? How many 
vacancies are there for Clinton to fill? 

-- W.C., Rocky River, OH 


A. The Administrative Office of U.S. Courts reports that during his two terms Ronald Reagan 
named 389 .judges to the federal bench. President Bush named 195 federal judges. As of early 
March, there were 115 vacancies -- some due to newly created positions, some due to slowness 
in Bush appointments, and a significant number due to the deliberate delays of the Democrats at 
the end of the Bush Presidency -- putting off consideration of certain nominees in hopes that 
their party would win the White House. 

The Administration has acknowledged, in a point picked up by Senate Judiciary 
Chairman Joseph Biden (DDE), that prime considerations in picking nominees will be accidents 
of birth, such as gender or race, not judicial qualifications or philosophies. Of course, it is not 
expressed that way. Biden said, for example, "There will not be an ideological blood test, like 
there was during the Reagan and Bush years, to see if the candidate is a moderate or liberal. But 
there will be an insistence upon diversity." 

Due to the number of retirees (averaging about ten a month), the New York Times has 
noted that about half of the federal judiciary will be named during this Clinton term. 


Q. How widely believed is the concept of global warming in the scientific community as 
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opposed to the "environmental" community? 
-- P.C., Northfield, MN 


A. When climate scientists in the American Meteorological Society and American 
Geophysical Union were questioned by Gallup about their beliefs in "global warming," the 
results were far from showing a consensus about any overwhelming crisis. As reported in the 
spring 1992 issue of Regulation, 49 percent said there has been none, 33 percent acknowledged 
that they didn't know, while 18 percent indicated they thought some had occurred. (It is the 
obstreperous minority that gets the "environmental" attention, however.) 

Nor has modern industry been responsible for a huge increase of carbon dioxide, and 
even were that true, it need not be the calamity portrayed by many scare-mongers. Vegetation 
has flourished as the amount of carbon dioxide increased from 280 parts per million to perhaps 
360 parts per million in the last two centuries, as noted in the fall issue of Policy Review. (The 
threshold for mine safety regulations is 5,000 parts per million.) Professor Patrick Michaels, 
in his book Sound and Fury (which will be reviewed in these pages at a future date), discloses 
that for most of history, atmospheric carbon dioxide was greater than it is today. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


AMERICAN OPINION Privatizing 
Entitlements 


NELAND D. NOBEL 
The key to solving the deficit crisis 


Mr. Nobel, a regular contributor to THE NEW AMERICAN is a financial consultant in 


Phoenix, Arizona. 


President Bill Clinton, addressing a joint session of Congress and a national 
television audience on February 17th, kicked off an audacious $500 billion deficit-reduction 
package of huge tax increases and nebulous spending cuts designed to "save" the United States 
from financial disaster. Were we to maintain our present course, he said, the country would not 
be recognizable in ten years. 

After the speech, a host of experts from the business community quickly exposed the 
President's deceitful manipulation of numbers (such as not factoring into the equation $169 
billion in proposed new spending). Many fear that if our economy is stung by another huge tax 
increase following on the heels of the largest in history in 1990, the economy will likely slow 
dramatically and produce far less revenue than the President's assumptions. 

Bipartisan Profligacy 

Besides being blatantly dishonest, the amazing reality about President Clinton's "New 
Covenant" is how remarkably similar this "change" in policy is to the policies of George Bush, in 
which huge tax increases were offered with the "promise" that spending would also be cut. The 
promised spending cuts never occurred, but the tax increases did. The contradictions are blatant. 
New spending on infrastructure and support for targeted technologies are proposed to 
"stimulate" the economy, while massive tax increases, mandates on business, and regulation 
will serve to depress the economy. Never mind that the solution to America's economic woes is 
less government, not more! 

The President's hopeless proposal is the latest in a string of schemes allegedly aimed at 
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solving the budget crisis and accumulated deficits that reach back over the last 30 years of 
American politics. Republicans in the 1980s failed to capitalize on a perfect opportunity to put 
our nation's finances back in order. Republican Presidents Ronald Reagan and George Bush not 
only failed to cut government spending, they did not even try to do so. Neither Republican 
President submitted a balanced budget proposal to the Congress, and neither submitted a budget 
that called for a reduction in total spending compared to the previous fiscal year. It is, of course, 
true that Presidents Reagan and Bush had to contend with a liberal Congress that has been mostly 
under Democratic control. But the fact remains that instead of adhering to sound principles of 
fiscal conservatism and letting the chips fall where they may, both Reagan and Bush advanced a 
big-government agenda. 

President Clinton says there is a lot of blame to go around, but the record shows that it 
has been the liberal champions of big government in both parties that designed the welfare state 
and who have been in charge. And let us not forget the Insiders who control both parties and get 
the lion's share of Cabinet appointments, regardless of which party is in power. 

Ironically, Mr. Clinton has been able to use some of the public anger -- traditionally from 
conservatives -- about the deficit to whip up public support for his program. He declares that it is 
the patriotic duty of every American to fight the deficit by accepting higher taxes. In his view, 
every group must share the sacrifice and "contribute" more to protect the standard of living for 
future generations. 

Remember, not long ago liberals were heard to say that deficits are not only harmless (we 
owe it to ourselves) but are beneficial. Deficits, they steadfastly maintained with a straight face, 
are the means by which the government can fine tune an errant free enterprise system. Liberal 
academics intoned wisely that deficits help lubricate the economy and that any hide-bound 
resistance to the debt accumulation is the sign of a reactionary. But even as President Clinton 
now attempts to bring the public to anti-deficit hysteria, his own plan -- even if one accepts his 
numbers at face value -- would shrink the deficit by less than half. 

Caught Off Guard 

Conservatives have, to some extent, been caught off guard. Having long condemned 
deficits, they now find themselves being confronted by their own rhetoric. Bona fide 
conservatives are correct in stating that the solution to runaway federal spending is to limit the 
government only to those programs specifically authorized by the U.S. Constitution, but they 
have not as yet offered a comprehensive, step-by-step program on how to get from where we are 
now to where we ought to be. 

Yes, the record federal deficits are the result of profligate and unconstitutional spending. 
And yes, the deficits should be eliminated by cutting spending, not by raising taxes. But any 
serious attempt to reduce spending is destined to fail unless it takes into account that most 
spending is now for "mandatory" or "uncontrollable" programs. This spending includes two 
major categories -- entitlement programs and interest on the national debt. 

As chart #1 shows, mandatory spending has been increasing not just in terms of dollars 
but as a percentage of the total federal budget. This spending now constitutes over two-thirds of 
the federal budget, leaving less than one-third of the budget for domestic discretionary spending 
and defense programs. 

Can Congress solve the deficit problem by cutting only discretionary spending, most of 
which is for defense? The obvious answer is that it cannot. Yet, mandatory spending does not 
come up for annual review. Congress does not vote on funding mandatory spending programs 
once they have been established. Even worse, spending for these programs rises from one year to 
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the next, without Congress even debating on whether or not to approve the increases. The reason: 
Mandatory spending is largely driven by demographic trends (in particular the aging of the 
population). 

The nature of the federal government's mandatory spending programs makes them 
immune to all of the seemingly popular nostrums of the day. Spending freezes, line-item vetoes, 
terms limitations, campaign financing reform, and waste reduction initiatives cannot affect them. 
since Congress does not vote on these programs and the President does not veto them. 

If bona fide conservatives are to get serious about bringing spending under control. then 
they have to face the entitlement issue squarely. They must develop credible and detailed 
proposals about how to phase out federal entitlements and replace them with private initiatives. 
Just because Congress has put entitlement programs on automatic pilot does no! mean it cannot 
take back the controls, The Congress would, however. have to deal with the fact that prior 
Congresses have committed the federal government to obligations extending many years into the 
future. 


Entitlements include such programs as Social Security, Medicare, and veterans pensions. Only 
20 percent of the entitlement pie (see chart #2) -- programs generally viewed as welfare -- is 
"means tested." Under a means test, certain criteria based on financial status must be met in order 
for a person to quality for the benefits. Most entitlement programs are non-means tested and are 
usually indexed to inflation as measured by the Consumer Price Index. Under non-means tested 
entitlement programs, citizens qualify for benefits regardless of their financial status, usually on 
the basis of age. 

Means-tested programs are generally the ones that catch conservative wrath. such as Aid 
to Families with Dependent Children and Food Stamps. Nevertheless, these programs are a 
relatively minor part of the overall problem. Significant money could be saved in cutting back or 
phasing out these programs, but not enough to bring the budget under control. 

Political Hurdle 

Over 60 percent of all entitlements goes to elderly Americans, and therein lies a 
significant political hurdle. This relatively small group (about 11 percent of the population) is by 
all measures of wealth -- savings, home ownership, net worth, and income -- the most prosperous 
segment of society. Only 11 percent of the population gets over 60 percent of federal transfer 
payments while one and one-half percent of the elderly are under the poverty line that applies to 
means-tested entitlements. But the elderly are a powerful and aggressive voting block actively 
courted by politicians. Because the young often shirk their civic responsibility, the average age 
of a voter is about 55 years of age. 

Entitlement programs for the elderly have been misleadingly sold to the public as 
insurance when, in fact, the true financing principles are vastly different. For the most part, the 
benefits of these programs have little to do with what individuals may have contributed. 

The two biggest programs, Social Security and Medicare, are not fully funded like a 
company pension or a personal IRA. It is crucial to understand that present beneficiaries are not 
receiving payments from a pool of savings that was built up by their contributions. There is no 
real trust fund where payroll taxes go to be invested. Except in the case of the "surplus" (which 
we will explain later), current taxes are held for no more than a few weeks before they go out as 
payments to the eligible. The benefits received by the retired today are from payroll taxes 
collected today from younger workers. The money paid in by the presently retired went to pay 
for the previous generation of pensioners. Hence, the term applied to these programs is "pay as 
you go." In reality, it is a bit like a legalized Ponzi scheme. 
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Aging Population 

Benefits paid out in these programs will grow as the number of elderly grows. The aging 
of the baby boomers will almost double the number of elderly, and as chart #3 shows, this trend 
exists in all major industrialized countries. As life expectancy lengthens due to advances in 
nutrition and medical care on the beneficiary side of the equation, the decrease in births reduces 
the number of workers on the other side. In the past, benefits grew primarily because the original 
programs were expanded to include more and more people. But now longer life expectancy and 
the aging of the largest segment of the population, the baby boomers, will further increase the 
amount of money spent. At the same time, the end of the baby boom is resulting in a dwindling 
number of workers available to pay. 

Since its inception, Social Security has repeatedly gotten into financial trouble, and 
Congress has always responded by raising taxes, The tax rate for Social Security has increased 
about eight-fold since 1950, from two percent to almost 16 percent. In 1983, as a result of the 
Greenspan commission, taxes were raised enough to create a temporary "surplus" that was 
supposed to take care of the huge number of baby boomers who would hit the system starting 
around 2005. Benefits for baby boomers were also cut by over a trillion dollars, taxes were 
raised, and the retirement age was extended. 

However, two problems soon emerged. The government quickly spent the "surplus" 
on other government programs, and it also dishonestly applied trust funds earmarked for specific 
purposes (Social Security, highway and airport construction) to reduce the size of the reported 
deficit. The record $290 billion deficit reported last year by the press was really $403 billion 
after the trust funds are stripped out. To add to its dishonesty, the government replaced the cash 
it took out of Social Security with a special class of non-marketable, subordinated Treasury 
bonds. Hence, Social Security has no cash investments, but just a claim on the national debt, and 
a subordinated non-marketable claim at that. 

One other myth about Social Security must be dispelled: Business does not pay for half 
of this payroll tax, at least not without factoring this additional expense into the cost of labor. 
Just as corporate income taxes are not paid by business (they are simply added into the costs of 
goods and services), the wage earner in effect pays for both his share and the employer's share of 
Social Security. Viewed in this light, Social Security is the highest tax most people pay, and it is 
not subject to any deductions or write-offs. In other words, you never see the money, but you pay 
federal income tax on it nonetheless. 

Clearly, most people don't consider this when they think of Social Security. The average 
American still clings to the notion that he will receive benefits from a trust fund into which he 
and his employer have contributed for years. It is simply not so. The money has already been 
spent and all that is left is the current collection of payroll taxes and a pile of government IOUs. 

All participants are not treated equally. Older workers can currently pull out an 
equivalent to what they "contributed" in just three to four years. Women tend to get a better deal 
than men because they live longer. With life expectancy lengthening, the total benefits are 
generous and are paid by current workers. Younger workers, however, will discover their 
returns to be much lower than that of their elders and their relative tax burden much higher. The 
reason? This pay-as-you-go system really gets into trouble (as all Ponzi schemes do) when the 
number of new entrants into the scheme begins to fill off and the original participants demand 
their money. In 1940, when Social Security began to pay out benefits after only about three years 
of contributions, there were 40 workers for every one recipient. By the middle of the '90s this 
ratio of workers paying in and retired receiving benefits will fall below 3.5 to one, and after 2005 
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the ratio will fall to two to one. 

The retirement situation would have been bad enough, but Great Society liberals decided 
to take advantage of the popularity of Social Security and burden the system with another 
entitlement called Medicare. There are three "trust" accounts in Social Security: one for old age, 
one for disability benefits, and one for medical care. The surplus you read about is in the old-age 
benefits portion. In practice, funds have flowed among these trust accounts. According to the 
most recent report from the Congressional Budget Office, the disability portion will be out of 
money by 1996 and the Medicare trust fund will be out of money by the end of the decade. How 
will these deficits be closed? Will the money be taken out of the old-age portion to pay for 
disability or for Medicare? Will taxes be raised once again? 

Because the government cannot afford all of these entitlement programs, there is a vicious 
feedback loop that the nation seems locked into. Increases in entitlements create an increase in 
the deficit. Increases in the deficits result in continual increases in taxes. The increase in taxes 
has not reduced the deficits --in fact the deficits have grown larger. The yearly additions to the 
deficit continue to compound with interest. The compounding goes on in a relentless 
mathematical progression that adds ever growing interest costs to the budget. Meanwhile 
demographics, inflation, and benefits extension drive up the cost of entitlements. The main point 
to keep in mind here is that an increase in taxes has never broken this relentless feedback loop. 
The only way to break it, of course, is to take mandatory spending off automatic pilot and begin 
the laborious process of phasing out the entitlement programs. 

The term "entitlement" implies that some citizens have a claim on the wealth and income 
of others, with the government acting as the enforcer. There are several important questions 
raised by the concept of an entitlement. Is the immoral act of stealing made right if the stealing is 
done by a public intermediary (the government)? Should a democratic state put the bulk of its 
spending off limits to the elected legislature, and put spending on permanent auto pilot? Is forced 
income distribution authorized by the Constitution? At what point does the income distribution 
impose such penalties to work and enterprise that the entire system crumbles? 

Since the answer to the first three questions is clearly no, there remains the legitimate 
question: When will entitlements drive the deficit to such an extreme that a serious financial 
malfunction develops either in the private or public sector? In other words, when does the system 
reach insolvency and become unable to make timely payments against financial claims? 

Bankruptcy in 1995? 

In their book Bankruptcy 1995, industrialist Harry Figgie and economics professor 
Gerald Swanson predict that by about 1995 the interest cost on the federal debt will approximate 
the total of federal income tax receipts. At that point, the government would be essentially 
insolvent. It would not be able to meet the simultaneous demands of both bond holders and 
entitlement holders. 

The government probably has more breathing room than Figgie and Swanson assume, 
but their basic thesis remains valid. Government will likely try to force confiscatory tax increases 
in the other categories, such as estate taxes, corporate taxes, or sales taxes. Do we want to 
balance the budget by raising taxes to 60, 70, or 100 percent of national income? 

There is abundant historical evidence that tax increases, beyond a certain point, become 
counterproductive in raising revenues. Taxes depress individual initiative and risk taking, and 
thereby reduce revenue and job creation, making the deficit even worse. 

If higher taxes do not narrow deficits, what about the central thesis of Figgie and 
Swanson that the nation is heading towards bankruptcy anyway? Since most entitlement 
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programs have no true trust fund but are filled with nonmarketable bonds, the distinction 
between bond holders and entitlement holders becomes a technicality. The fact is that when 
national insolvency looms, the government will use other words to describe breaking the 
commitments it has made. Default would devastate everyone who has a claim on the 
government, whether the claim be a bond or a benefit. When a government breaks the promise 
on a benefit, is this not a sign of bankruptcy? 

Some argue that the government would never permit such a circumstance and would 
resort to monetary inflation, the easiest way out of the mess. Perhaps, but inflation is just another 
form of default. Besides, hyperinflation would cause such a spike in interest rates and a swoon in 
the foreign exchange value of the dollar that it would soon implode the economy. In other words, 
hyperinflation and default are really false alternatives leading inexorably to deflation and 
recession. The modern welfare state expands with a recession because more people qualify for 
entitlements. Social spending soars, tax revenues dive, and we are soon back to square one, 
national bankruptcy. 


President Clinton has initially chosen the path of higher taxes to deal with the situation. It 
remains to be seen if the expected economic recovery can coexist with another huge increase in 
taxes and regulation. At some point, liberal lawmakers may well kill off the tender new shoots of 
recovery, worsening the situation. Another wave of deflationary recession would increase social 
spending and decrease revenues, thus pushing the deficit higher and the country closer to the 
point where income taxes fall short of the amount needed to pay the interest on the debt. Who 
would lend to such a government? Private investors? Foreigners? The Federal Reserve? 

In considering just about every form of tax increase known to man (user fees, estate 
taxes, sin taxes, fuel taxes, and national sales taxes), there is one other proposal floating around 
the Clinton White House that has minor variations, but basically promotes the same idea. The 
idea is to means test all entitlements. Means testing would deny benefits outright to the 
"wealthy" by establishing some sort of poverty line. The means test would, of course, be 
determined by the political process. Defining the poverty line could become the political struggle 
of the age because of the 44 million-member American Association of Retired Persons. Means 
testing could save a good deal of money and buy more time to avoid insolvency in the middle 
1990s. However, after 2005 the age wave will hit the system, and it is unlikely means testing 
alone could salvage the system unless benefits were severely restricted or taxes raised again. 

Concept of Insurance 

Means testing would signify the end of Social Security as we know it. The whole concept 
of insurance would break down. Means testing would usher in a system of selective default, and 
a bankrupt government would choose to pay some creditors/beneficiaries, but not all. Benefits 
would not be universal any longer and that would undermine public support for Social Security. 
Benefits would have to be restricted to the very poor. 

In the method proposed by Mr. Clinton, the government would essentially tax the benefit 
away from "wealthy" recipients. Again, the means test (income level) will become a political 
football and an obvious abrogation of a well known social contract. Social Security became 
popular because it was cloaked with the terms of insurance. Everyone contributed and everyone 
was to benefit. No one was warned that after paying Social Security taxes for 45 years, his 
benefits would be denied if he were "wealthy." 

If someone purchases life insurance in the private sector, his estate receives a settlement 
after he dies, regardless of how much money he made during his lifetime. His survivors are not 
denied access to the settlement because he was "wealthy." The same is true for pension plans. 
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Benefits are related to contributions. No one is cheated at the end because he is "rich." In short, 
taxing or "means testing" Social Security benefits away from someone who has paid in for years 
transforms what was sold to the American people as "social insurance" into another welfare 
program. 

Taxing the "wealthy" offers certain interesting political advantages, like appealing to 
class envy and the hatred of the successful so prevalent in our society today, thereby diverting 
attention away from the mistakes and the impossible promises of the government. Like means 
testing, taxing benefits keeps government firmly in control of immense resources in society. 
Politicians maintain their power to pass out benefits and punishment. In the words of Professor 
John Baden, turning a phrase of Marx, the system becomes: "to each according to his duplicity, 
from each according to his vulnerability." Acquiring wealth and maintaining wealth becomes 
less an economic affair and more a product of political struggle. 

Many voices that are supposedly "conservative" are now advocating means testing. Peter 
G. Peterson of CFR fame. Neil Howe, a former research economist with the National Taxpayers 
Union, Warren Rudman of the Concord Alliance. and even Ross Perot seem to be in favor of 
restricting benefits by a means test or a tax test. 

On the surface. means testing clearly would save billions of dollars and help temporarily 
stabilize the system. But upon closer examination, we must conclude that it is a poor alternative. 

First of all, to allow the whole fraud that has been the Great Society to escape full public 
scrutiny and the wrath of the American people would disallow one of the great lessons from the 
political curriculum. Converting Social Security to welfare is immoral, as it defrauds millions of 
individuals by abrogating legal claims to benefits that they paid for and lets the political 
authorities off scott free for their years of material omissions and malfeasance. The politicians 
get to save the system that they themselves undermined. It is a bit like pinning medals on firemen 
who moonlight as arsonists. 

Converting entitlements to welfare preserves an implicit and immoral Marxian premise, a 
forced redistribution of wealth (contribution) from the haves to the have nots (investment), with 
the state as the chief enforcer (investment adviser). Conversion to a welfare system would still 
permit politicians to win votes by passing out benefits acquired by co-opting the property of 
others. In other words, no sooner would the "means test" be determined than there would 
develop a political constituency determined to widen the benefits again. Congress could continue 
to plunder the productive for the benefit of the less productive. Means testing would also help 
politicians maintain the political power to keep raising taxes any time they determined a "need" 
existed. 

By converting entitlements to welfare, vast sums continue to be taken out of the economy 
and then sent back into the economy for consumption, less of course, a hefty commission paid to 
government. Means testing or higher tax rates on benefits could, of course, keep the Social 
Security program afloat for a longer period of time. Nevertheless, these steps would also 
preserve the essential character and flaws of the present system. Soaking the rich to pay for a 
means-tested Social Security program would destroy investment. Economists Gary and Aldona 
Robbins have documented that 60 percent of the income of those making over $200,000 a year 
comes from returns on investment. For those making over $1 million, 75 percent comes from 
investment. The increasing level of taxes necessary to support entitlements, when the age wave 
hits with full force, threatens to leave an entrepreneurial wasteland. 


The only proper course for Congress to follow is to phase out the Social Security system. 
Congress should not terminate the program instantly because of the commitments that have been 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


made by prior Congresses and the taxes that have been collected allegedly to fulfill those 
commitments. But Congress can, and should, provide for an orderly phase-out of Social Security, 
and its replacement with private insurance, in a manner that clearly demonstrates the superiority 
of private programs and condemns the inherent dishonesty of government programs. Only 
through discrediting the present corrupt system can the political environment be developed to 
accept real "change." 

Under a private system: 

* Contributions to the system would be made on a sound actuarial basis, under 
beneficiary control. Benefits and contributions would get reconnected. Demographic changes 
would be automatically adjusted as they have been by private insurance companies and those 
investing in the private sector. 

¢ The funds contributed would be invested in the real economy rather than in government 
debt, spurring economic growth and creating superior rates of return for participants. Those in 
the private system would receive greater benefits with greater security than those in the 
present system. Helping the economy to grow faster than the overall debt burden is absolutely 
necessary. Even if the budget were somehow balanced overnight -- after painful sacrifice by all 
segments of the body politic -- there still remains the problem of paying off the debt of $4.2 
trillion and the unfunded liabilities that are perhaps four times as large. Putting social insurance 
contributions into the productive side of the economy would promote more rapid growth for the 
overall economy, and better returns -- and thus higher benefits -- for participants. 

¢ There would be real trust funds or accounts that could not be raided by government to 
pay for other pet programs. Anyone tampering with the financial security of the elderly would be 
sent to jail rather than back to Congress. 

Although the federal government should not have a role in the matter of old-age 
insurance, it may not be politically possible to adopt a private system without agreeing to a 
minimal amount of government involvement. So long as the amount of government involvement 
is reduced from the present system, however, it would still be a step in the right direction.” 
What must be avoided at all cost is to adopt a new system that is "private" in name only. 
A fascist approach to Social Security (government control without outright government 
ownership) can hardly be expected to be an improvement. 


* For example, a new law mandating that everyone save a minimal amount for old age would 
be far preferable to maintaining the present system. Government might create special tax-free or 
tax-deferred accounts similar to IRAs to encourage savings. It would then be entirely up to 
individuals to make arrangements with banks, brokerage houses, or insurance companies to 
manage their investments, just as is done today for the bulk of retirement planning. Companies 
could be authorized to withhold the funds from workers' pay, to insure that funds are built up for 
retirement and not used for other purposes. 

Privatization of the system would necessarily require a phase-in period, with the burden 
of change falling on the huge class of baby boomers. It is likely that the baby boomers would 
have to continue to pay substantial taxes to insure that the government contract now existing 
with the elderly is honored. This could be offset by providing tax deductions for building up 
parallel private savings. At retirement, boomers could then waive any claim to the government 
system, having already built up another savings plan to fall back on. Some means testing for 
current benefits might be viewed as a necessary expedient, so long as the end result is the 
creation of a fully funded private program. As an inducement, baby boomers would be permitted 
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to contribute to super IRA programs and the elderly could be allowed to earn all that they wanted 
without any penalty. The youngest workers would be given opportunity to choose and establish 
private programs from the beginning of their working careers. 

Similarly, medical IRAs could replace Medicare with employers providing catastrophic 
coverage only. By putting the provider of medical services and the consumer together and 
removing the third party payer concept, markets and prices for medical services would begin to 
develop. Competition for medical services, as well as incentives to save, would halt runaway 
medical inflation. Any money not spent in the medical IRA could compound -- tax deferred -- 
until retirement. Since the employee would get to keep the money not spent on medical care, the 
employee would ration his own use of medical services through market incentives, rather than 
having it done by government edict under a medical czarina like Hillary Clinton. As always, the 
less money and power left in the hands of the government, the better. 

By privatizing the social insurance functions of the government and curtailing spending 
on government activities not constitutionally authorized, the United States can take back control 
of its financial destiny and insure a rising standard of living for its citizens. The deficit can be 
controlled and the national debt can eventually be paid off. 

But the spending and deficit crisis reflects a more fundamental issue! What is the proper 
role of our federal government? The financial problems cannot be solved in isolation. There is no 
way to contain the cost of government if government is permitted to intrude into every corner of 
our lives. Those who see difficulty in cutting spending always ask for an alternative blueprint. 
There is a blueprint outlining the proper functions of government and it has existed from this 
nation's earliest time. It is called the Constitution. 


WORTH REPEATING Quotes from Thomas 
Jefferson 

The following quotes are from Thomas Jefferson, whose 250th birthday celebration is 
this April 14th. 


The God who gave us life, gave us liberty at the same time. 
-- Summary View of the Rights of | British America, 1774 


When in the Course of human events, it becomes necessary for one people to dissolve the 
political bands which have connected them with another, and to assume among the powers of the 
earth, the separate and equal station to which the Laws of Nature and of Nature's God entitle 
them, a decent respect to the opinions of mankind requires that they should declare the causes 
which impel them to the separation. 

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are 
endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty, and 
the pursuit of Happiness. That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted among Men, 
deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed. That whenever any Form of 
Government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or to abolish 
it, and to institute new Government, laying its foundation on such principles and organizing its 
powers in such form, as to them shall seem most likely to effect their Safety and Happiness. 

-- Declaration of Independence July 4, 1776 


Ignorance is preferable to error; and he is less remote from the truth who believes 
nothing, than he who believes what is wrong. 
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-- Notes on the State of Virginia 1781-1785 


He who permits himself to tell a lie once, finds it much easier to do it a second and third 
time, till at length it becomes habitual; he tells lies without attending to it, and truths without the 
world's believing him. This falsehood of the tongue leads to that of the heart, and in time 
depraves all its good dispositions. 

-- August 19, 1785 


What country before ever existed a century and a half without a rebellion?... The tree of 
liberty must be refreshed from time to time with the blood of patriots and tyrants. It is its natural 
manure. 

-- January 30, 1787 


The republican is the only form of government which is not eternally at open or secret 
war with the rights of mankind. 
-- March 11, 1790 


We are not to expect to be translated from despotism to liberty in a featherbed. 
-- April 2, 1790 


In questions of power let no more be heard of confidence in man, but bind him down 
from mischief by the chains of the constitution. 
-- Kentucky Resolution, 1798 


[A] wise and frugal Government, which shall restrain men from injuring one another, 
shall leave them otherwise free to regulate their own pursuits of industry and improvement, and 
shall not take from the mouth of labor the bread it has earned. This is the sum of good 
government, and this is necessary to close the circle of our felicities 

Equal and exact justice to all men, of whatever state or persuasion, religious or political; 
peace, commerce, and honest friendship with all nations, entangling alliances with none... 
freedom of religion; freedom of the press, and freedom of person under the protection of the 
habeas corpus, and trial by juries impartially selected. These principles form the bright 
constellation which has gone before us and guided our steps through an age of revolution and 
reformation. The wisdom of our sages and blood of our heroes have been devoted to their 
attainment. They should be the creed of our political faith, the text of civic instruction, the 
touchstone by which to try the services of those we trust; and should we wander from them in 
moments of error or of alarm, let us hasten to retrace our steps and to regain the road which alone 
leads to peace, liberty, and safety. 

-- First Inaugural Address March 4, 1801 


The care of human life and happiness, and not their destruction, is the first and only 
legitimate object of good government. 
-- March 31, 1809 


If a nation expects to be ignorant and free, in a state of civilization, it expects what never 
was and never will be. 
-- January 6, 1816 
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Enlighten the people generally, and tyranny and oppressions of body and mind will 
vanish like evil spirits at the dawn of day. 
-- April 24, 1816 


When all government, domestic and foreign, in little as in great things, shall be drawn to 
Washington as the centre of all power, it will render powerless the checks provided of one 
government on another, and will become as venal and oppressive as the government from which 
we separated. 

-- 1821 


[T]he flames kindled on the fourth of July, 1776, have spread over too much of the globe 
to be extinguished by the feeble engines of despotism; on the contrary, they will consume these 
engines and all who work them. 

-- September 12, 1821 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC A Contemporary 
Jeremaid 

A Jewish Conservative Looks at Pagan America, by Don Feder, Lafayette, LA: 
Huntington House. 1993, 238 pages, paperback, $9.99. Available from General Birch Services 
Corp., P.O. Box 8040, Appleton, WI 54913. Add $2.00 lot postage and handling. 

In today's politically correct climate, il seems that certain subjects are off limits unless 
spoken by a representative from a "proper" group. Imagine, if you will, the outcry if a traditional 
Catholic or fundamentalist Protestant asserted in print: "Shrimp will learn to whistle "Hava 
Nagilah' before American Jews escape the liberal ghetto." When Don Feder, an American Jew of 
conservative persuasion, says this, liberals no doubt seethe, but are disarmed from unleashing the 
chronic charge of prejudice to discredit the author. 

Feder's book, which is largely a collection of columns (plus a few speeches) arranged 
by subject matter, transcends its title. While there is no doubt that it is written from the heart of a 
Jew, the God-centered viewpoints in the book will be manna for many gentiles as well. Feder, a 
syndicated columnist and editorial writer for the Boston Herald, runs a gauntlet of issues from 
family to culture, with stops along the way at faith, morality, pornography, and feminism, among 
others. In this particular gauntlet, however, Feder gets to hit back, and his pointed remarks will 
bring nods galore from conservatives at large. Explaining what he means by the use of the word 
pagan in the title, Feder points less at the New Agers than at the retreat the U.S. has made from 
being a Judeo-Christian nation with biblical emphasis on "honesty, hard work, caring, and 
self-discipline." 

The new pagans, in Feder's view, include those who have gone beyond respecting nature 
to sanctifying it. The scriptural book of Genesis describes man's domination of the earth, a 
different priority from misguided earth-worshipping environmentalists. These neo-pagans, says 
the author, "are dragging humans off to the sacrificial altar. In the coming ecological Eden, 
people will toil, surrendering the greater portion of their income for the rain forest, the ozone 
layer, and other trendy idols." 

Social issues, not foreign affairs, are featured in the book. Thus, U.S.-Israeli policies -- 
about which the American Right as well as the general U.S. body politic have substantial 
differences -- are not discussed. The handling of conservative social topics also helps explain the 
broad range of endorsements received by the book, from John Cardinal O'Connor, to Pat 
Robertson, to Rabbi Jacob Neusner. In his introduction, Feder says that one sentence sums up his 
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book: Ideas have consequences. Though unnoted there, that of course is the title of the classic 
work by Professor Richard M. Weaver, whose book of that name was published in 1948 when 
Don Feder was two years old. Weaver, to be sure, is given appropriate credit in a subsequent 
reference in the book. 

Family and Faith 

Since the book is comprised mainly of articles written between 1984 and 1992, some of 
the references are to specific events that are not on current front pages, and respond to episodes 
and commentary that may have happened several years ago. This, however, does not unfavorably 
date such mentions and, if anything, suggests that many similar problems will likely reoccur in 
tomorrow's headlines. 

The example of a yuppie informing Newsweek in 1986 that she does not want a child 
because it might spoil her expensive furniture could be found as easily in 1993, revealing the 
same sell: indulgence. The author as usual does not shy from a scriptural reference in a secular 
column, observing that procreation is the earliest biblical commandment. Also as usual, Feder 
slips in a barb. There are compensations of parenthood, which "today's childless couples will 
never know. Who will be there to comfort them in their declining years? Who will mourn them? 
Instead of grandchildren, they can hug their silk-upholstered couches." 

In matters of public discourse, discrimination is acceptable when directed against certain 
religious believers, particularly those who believe the Bible is God's Word. And with three 
million crimes committed each month in our nation's schools, Bibles are the real threat there: So 
believe liberals running many state boards of education. Feder reacts bluntly: "It has reached the 
point where public school students can experience anything -- things the average sailor on shore 
leave doesn't encounter -- except God. Sex education, suicide studies, life-boat ethics, condom 
distribution, abortion pleading, highly explicit descriptions of homosexual acts -- which, when 
taken together, constitute the propagation of the humanist creed -- all are essential aspects of the 
public school experience in the 1990s. It's only prayers, Bibles, and references to a supreme 
being which offend the sensibilities of secularist puritans." 

How invigorating to see an observant Jew endorse the concept of the U.S. being a 
Christian nation, as well as returning Christ to Christmas! This Feder does without stinting his 
own faith in the slightest; indeed he underscores it by noting, for example, that Cotton Mather 
(among the most erudite of men in Puritan New England) urged that Hebrew be adopted as the 
official language of the Massachusetts Bay Colony. 

Morality Matters 

Among the pieces concerning morality and sexuality is Feder's response to a reader's 
complaint. The unhappy critic raised the never-ending gripe about not imposing one's morality 
on others and the need for more tolerance. Never mind that today's real intolerance comes from 
the political Left. Feder indicts the new paganism that would supplant Judeo-Christianity, 
commenting that "When my repressive, Victorian values were in vogue, we didn't have one 
million teen-age pregnancies annually, 60 percent of black children born out-of-wedlock, a third 
of married respondents to a survey confessing they commit adultery, and half of all girls between 
fifteen and nineteen sexually active." 

Feder adds: "We didn't have twenty thousand homicides a year, multi-generational 
welfare families, or one out of two marriages ending in divorce. A 62 percent increase in the rate 
of teen-age syphilis in a two-year period and half of all high school seniors reporting they've 
used illicit drugs were beyond our wildest imaginings." 

Jews are not spared Feder's lash. At one juncture, for instance, the author criticizes 
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Jewish voters for ignorance of their faith and cites them for being the political promoters of 
"every ism -- feminism, environmentalism, welfarism -- except Judaism." Feder notes that liberal 
Rabbi Harold Kushner, author of Who Needs God?, fears an upswing in traditional religious 
beliefs. Modern theologians worry about such matters. Rigidity and judgment are what Feder 
calls the ultimate evils to such liberal divines. "Having no absolutes themselves, they have a 
pathological fear of certainty." One can imagine the God of the modernists, tweaks Feder, asking 
the children of Israel assembled at the base of Mr. Sinai: "Are you comfortable with not 
stealing?" 

When it is a liberal article of faith -- say, teaching grade-schoolers about AIDS, foisting 
the acceptance of homosexuality, or some such theme -- those who oppose their inclusion in 
curricula are demeaned as bigots and know-nothings. Feder recalls a case involving AIDS 
instruction in a Massachusetts community, in which students as young as age 11 were given 
booklets containing graphic explanations of sex acts. 

The media, as the author shows with numerous examples, are permitted to offend and 
insult the Christian community with little tear of reprisal. In a column from 1988, Feder notes the 
anger Christians expressed over the sacrilegious film The Last Temptation of Christ. Universal 
Pictures responded with an ad proclaiming that in the U.S. "no sect or coalition has the power to 
set boundaries around each person's freedom to explore religious and philosophical questions 
whether through speech, books or film." This film, you understand, concocted an immoral 
encounter between Jesus and Mary Magdalene. 

On the other hand, we recall in 1988 when a painting satirizing the late black mayor of 
Chicago, Harold Washington, was arrested -- yes, the art work itself was taken into custody -- 
and removed from the Art Institute of Chicago. A discourteous representation of a liberal icon 
was verboten. Yet there were Christians who were offended then -the right kind of Christians 
apparently, the kind whose worship is secular. As the Chicago Tribune noted: "A group of 
clergymen led by the head of Operation PUSH ... vowed to impose 'sanctions' against the Art 
Institute of Chicago unless it implemented a review policy to prevent offensive portraits from 
being exhibited in the future by its students or by contributing artists." 

The Culture War 

The mirror of American society reflected in Feder's short pieces shows a blighted nation. 
There are the jurors in Cincinnati who feel Robert Mapplethorpe's work on display to be indeed 
pornographic, but who are swayed by "experts" who tell them it is art. There are the millions of 
aborted babies, the result of the "free love" philosophies of such people as Planned Parenthood 
founder Margaret Sanger and that group's former medical director, sexologist Mary Calderone, 
who compared infants to a "dangerous epidemic." Taking the low road still lower, there is the 
law professor from the University of Texas who recommended that women conceive and carry 
children so that the human tissue can be harvested through abortion and used for medical 
purposes. 

At the other end of life comes euthanasia, which is moving forward rapidly in the 
Netherlands. Even before the recent Dutch legalization of "mercy killing" (which occurred 
after Feder's book was published), a study revealed that in 1990 more than a thousand patients in 
Holland were intentionally killed. "As time goes by," observes Feder, "the hazards of an anti-life 
ethic become increasingly apparent. By devaluing life -- the life of the unborn, the elderly, the 
comatose patient, the handicapped -- we are, quite literally, digging our own graves." 

For all this degrading of life, what do we reap? Too many "rights" that are nothing of the 
sort. Feder lists some: 
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¢ NEA-subsidized artists demand their right to shock and offend, at our expense -- a 
collect, obscene phone call. 

¢ The networks have a right to pollute the airwaves with obscenity and 
sexual suggestiveness, promote promiscuity, and attack religion 

¢ The homeless have a right to urinate in public, turn bus stations into 
vacation condominiums, and harass subway riders for spare change. 

* Doctors with AIDS have a right to privacy, even at the cost of patients' 
lives 
Don Feder, as you can see, is not Panglossian. 
Yet, for all its unerring rendering of the disorders of society, this book does offer hope, 

conviction, and a touch of the poetic. For a jeremiad, that is saying something. . 
-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC They Call 


Him "Slick" 

"Slick Willie": Why America Cannot Trust Bill Clinton, by Floyd G. Brown, 
Annapolis, MD: Annapolis-Washington Book Publishers, 1992, 192 pages, paperback, $7,95. 
Available from General Birch Services Corp., P.O. Box 8040, Appleton, WI 54913. Add $2.00 
for shipping and handling. 

Author Floyd Brown is the president of Citizens United, a conservative organization 
dedicated to the restoration of our government to citizen control. Only 31 years old, he is justly 
renowned for his creation of the famous Willie Horton ad that helped finish Michael Dukakis 
and that still sends liberals into fits of shrieking and yammering. Brown's little volume, though 
written before the election, is a devastating exposé of the most contemptible figure ever to 
occupy the highest office in this land. 

Duplicity and Deceit 

"Slick Willie" should be read by every American who wishes to remain free. The author 
presents documented evidence that Bill Clinton's adult life, in both its private and public aspects, 
is a long, dreary chronicle of shameless duplicity and deceit. Through 14 chapters and 17 
appendices, we learn of Clinton's disgraceful and dishonest avoidance of the draft, his dabbling 
in illegal drugs, his leadership role in anti-American demonstrations abroad, his tax and 
education swindles while governor of Arkansas, his radical feminist spouse, and his sexual 
escapades that are rivaled in our age only by the exploits of the infamous Brothers Kennedy. 

Let us consider only one episode from Bill Clinton's life featured in this book. 
Scrutinizing Mr. Clinton's record on the matter of the draft, Brown shows that it is comprised of 
a pattern of backstairs influence peddling and deliberate evasion. When all graduate school draft 
deferments were abolished in 1968, Clinton's uncle, a prominent Arkansas businessman, 
prevailed on the head of the Naval Reserve to create an opening for his nephew, thereby making 
young Willie ineligible for the draft. Though the Reserve was full at the time, an opening was 
nonetheless created. But Bill Clinton never appeared for his preinduction physical and never 
joined the Reserve. Before action could be taken on this "oversight," Senator William Fulbright's 
office pressured the local draft board to give special consideration to Willie, then the budding 
Rhodes Scholar. Granting an induction postponement, the board allowed young Clinton to study 
at Oxford. After his return from England, Clinton confronted the executive secretary of the draft 
board, Opal Ellis, telling her that he was "too well educated" to go to Vietnam and that he would 
"pull every string he could think of" to avoid military service. The needed "string" was found 
without difficulty. 
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Clinton agreed, through a letter of intent, to enter the ROTC program at the University of 
Arkansas, entitling him to deferment. But he did not enter that university; nor, apparently, did he 
ever intend to enroll there. Instead, he informed relatives that he would return to England and, at 
the conclusion of his studies there, enter the Yale Law School. Wily Willie, however, had to find 
some way to throw the head of the ROTC program, Colonel Holmes, off the scent. Slippery as 
ever, Clinton solemnly promised the colonel that he would write from Oxford within a month. 
But that he never did. 

Many months later, the future Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces of the United 
States discovered that under the draft lottery system that had by then been adopted, he held a 
number so high that chances of his being drafted were next to nil. Since he no longer needed a 
deferment, he finally wrote Colonel Holmes, reneging on his commitment to join the ROTC. 

One of the most important aspects of Clinton's trail of trickery is that, like all other 
draft-eligible men at the time, he was required by law to notify the draft board within ten days of 
any change in status. For others, failing to do this could, and frequently did, lead to prosecution. 
Clinton could study at Oxford only because he had won deferment by agreeing to enter the 
ROTC program. He did not notify his draft board when he failed to join the ROTC and remained 
out of touch for many months. This was a direct violation of federal law. 

Character or Competence 

Some people question whether character is important. What really matters, they say, is 
competence. This myopic view, which is so extraordinarily unhealthy, will, I suggest, be 
extraordinarily short-lived. Bill Clinton's lack of character is a symptom of his ethical nihilism, 
the impact of which will be swift and devastating. How, after all, can a man lacking the least 
shred of character, the tiniest particle of integrity or sincerity, the least spark of authentic 
patriotism, and even a sound and decent family life accomplish good? 

Like some of the Hollywood "stars" with whom he hobnobs and with whom he shares so 
close an affinity and lifestyle, Bill Clinton is a man without substance, a soap bubble inflated to 
colossal proportions by sham and puffery. When, by the efforts of patriots to expose him, that 
bubble bursts and the flimflam dissipates, the only thing remaining will be a few flecks of scum. 

-- FR. JAMES THORNTON 


Family Abuse 

In 1986, author Mary Pride coined the phrase "child abuse industry" to describe the 
"children's rights" network which regularly violates the basic legal and civil rights of parents 
while tearing innocent families apart. The article "When Parents Become Victims" by Trevor 
Armbrister in the April Reader's Digest summarizes a number of tragic cases and suggests legal 
reforms to curb such family abuse. 

In one instance, three-month-old Chelsea Riegel, daughter of David and Renee Riegel of 
Brookville, Ohio, awoke one morning in October 1990 with a rash on her face, neck, and 
shoulders that a pediatrician and a colleague concluded could have been caused by a violent 
shaking. A skeletal examination revealed that Chelsea also had three fractured ribs and possibly 
a fractured leg. The Riegels claimed that she had suffered no accidents, nor had she expressed 
pain. An ophthalmologist, noting a bluish tint to the whites of the girl's eyes, told the Riegels that 
Chelsea's overall injuries were symptomatic of osteogenesis imperfecta (OI), a rare "brittle bone" 
disease. But the pediatrician contacted the Montgomery County Children Services Bureau 
(CSB), a caseworker intervened, and the parents were told they had "slapped" Chelsea and that 
their daughter "won't be going home with you." A subsequent police probe of the family "turned 
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up nothing." In late October, a judge returned Chelsea to her parents. 

The Riegels spent the next 11 months trying to learn more about OI. In September 1991 
they met with a medical specialist who became upset when X-rays indicated a healing fracture of 
the girl's femur that Mrs. Riegel had not mentioned earlier. She claimed that she had simply 
forgotten to do so, what with everything else that had happened to Chelsea, but the disbelieving 
doctor contacted the CSB, which reopened the case. 

Other medical authorities checked the girl and reported that her problems were not abuse 
related, but the CSB continued to treat the parents as abusers and, according to reporter 
Armbrister, "at the agency, word had spread that the Riegels were possibly mentally ill." A 
psychological evaluation showed nothing of the kind, and in June of last year, "more than 19 
months after its investigations’ began, CSB dropped the case." 

Chelsea's awful affliction has caused additional fractures. Now nearly three years old, she 
weighs a mere 25 pounds. "Financially, this has devastated us," her mother told Armbrister. "The 
time lost with our kids, the stress, the financial burden -- none of this should happen to innocent 
parents. Where are the laws to protect us from social workers who are out to prove guilt no 
matter what?" (Pleasantville, NY 10570) 

Dangerous to Our Health 

Writing in the April issue of Reason, Durk Pearson and Sandy Shaw explore the ways in 
which the federal Food and Drug Administration (FDA) is causing unneeded deaths by censoring 
information about legal products, including foods, nutrients, prescription drugs, over-the-counter 
drugs, and medical devices. 

For instance, folic acid has been shown to reduce the risk of such neural-tube defects as 
spina bifida, but the FDA does not permit a health claim on foods or nutrient supplements saying 
so, and "seizes as 'mislabeled' any folic acid supplements bearing the claim that the nutrient can 
help prevent this problem." Reams of scientific data have demonstrated that such antioxidant 
nutrients as vitamins C, E, and beta carotene can help prevent sundry diseases, including 
cardiovascular problems and cancer. But the "FDA permits no health claims for vitamin C other 
than prevention of scurvy. Indeed, with few exceptions, the agency considers any health claims 
for nutrients to be mislabeling, justifying seizure of the product." 

As a result, the authors claim, the FDA is "obstructing a major means of controlling 
health-care costs: reducing the incidence of costly medical conditions, especially cardiovascular 
disease and cancer, through the use of preventive measures such as taking low-dose aspirin or 
antioxidant vitamins." 

The authors close with an observation by Nobel laureate Milton Friedman: "The FDA has 
already done enormous harm to the health of the American public by greatly increasing the costs 
of pharmaceutical research, thereby reducing the supply of new and effective drugs, and by 
delaying the approval of such drugs as survive the tortuous FDA process. Any increase in the 
FDA's authority over anything is a clear and present danger to the nation's health." (Box 526, Mt. 
Morris, IL 61054, $26) 

Out of Control 

The February issue of Border Watch, newsletter of the American Immigration Control 
Foundation, reviews Census Bureau statistics which indicate that if "massive immigration, 
continues, U.S. population will skyrocket during the next six decades. 

Whereas the Census Bureau predicted as recently as 1988 that our population (now 255 
million) would rise to about 300 million by 2050, then level off or decline, it now "projects a 
population of 380 million in 2050 which will continue to rise." And even those figures, which 
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are the Bureau's mid-range forecasts, could underestimate the population total in 2050 by as 
much as 24 million persons. 

Needless to say, "such a huge increase in such little time will place an enormous strain on 
the environment and our infrastructure of roads, power, water, etc." Increased teamwork will be 
essential, but forecasters fear the opposite "as people increasingly divide along fault lines of 
culture, race, national origin, and language." 

Border Watch notes that these are trends, not predictions. "If the government limited 
illegal and legal immigration, the projected population growth and ethnic changes would 
decrease in proportion to the limitations." (Box 525, Monterey, VA 24465, $15) 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


BUSINESS REPORT 


The Jobs and Labor Picture 

In 1989, unable to stop a hike in the federal minimum wage, congressional Republicans 
created a 60-day "training wage" of $3.62 per hour to help businesses adjust to the higher $4.25 
minimum wage. This "subminimum" wage expired on March 31st, and employers will now be 
forced to pay all employees -- even trainees -- the prevailing minimum wage rate. And business 
can look forward to additional minimum wage hikes. With the support of organized labor, the 
Clinton Administration and congressional Democrats are expected to push for a $5.00 minimum 
wage. 

The Employment Policies Institute has estimated that boosting the minimum wage to 
$5.00 per hour would destroy a minimum of 442,000 jobs currently held by teenagers; the high 
minimum wage would effectively price teens and other marginal workers out of the labor 
market. 

In addition, the Clinton Administration's proposal of a billion dollar summer jobs 
program which would "create" 700,000 summer government jobs for youth clearly demonstrates 
the insidious nature of government intervention. On the one hand, by creating and then escalating 
the minimum wage, the federal government has created the problem of teenage and marginal 
unemployment. Then, to solve this "market failure," the government creates jobs programs, at a 
cost to taxpayers of billions. 

Of course, these 700,000 summer jobs are not .jobs in the real sense of the word, but 
merely a combination of make-work and income transfers from the private sector to politically 
connected target groups. Thus, both the private sector and society at large pay, in a case of 
politics over economics. 

Real jobs, the kind that offer workers upward mobility, experience, and skill building 
opportunities, come from the private sector alone. The only legitimate way for the government to 
"create" thousands of jobs for young people and marginal workers is for Congress to abolish the 
minimum wage. And while they are at it they need to free business from the thousands of 
counter-productive government regulations, restrictions, and interventions. 

New Age in the White House 

At his first Cabinet meeting -- held at Camp David -- President Clinton used two "team 
builder" facilitators armed with the latest New Age pop psychology to get his Cabinet members 
"in touch with themselves." 

In New Age circles, such facilitators use a host of psychological and quasi-religious 
methods in an effort to forge a collective harmony of interests within groups. Facilitators have 
been used -- with mixed results -- by many corporations in recent years for training and 
team-building among top executives and sales managers. 
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The President directed Cabinet members to be prepared to discuss the hidden feelings and 
"passions" in their lives. Mr. Clinton got the ball rolling with a public confession that as a kid he 
was fat and was teased by the other kids. HUD Secretary Henry Cisneros reportedly was so 
impressed with the program that he has vowed to take his top officials on a retreat to "reinvent 
HUD." 

Democratic strategist Greg Schneiders, a critic of the Clinton vision, recently stated that 
"of all of the things I've heard about these guys, this scares me the most." Opportunities for abuse 
and manipulation abound in such situations. Who are these facilitators and what influence are 
they exerting over our nation's leaders and the crucial decisions they are making daily? 

If private corporations choose to dabble with New Age mysticism, consumers opposed to 
such nonsense are free to boycott these enterprises. However, because of the involuntary 
coercive nature of government, what are we to do with mystics in the White House? 

Peanut Subsidies 

A recent Government Accounting Office report noted that the government's peanut 
subsidy and quota price support program adds up to $513 million to consumer costs each year. 
The Agriculture Department controls the supply of peanuts and guarantees producers a minimum 
price that greatly exceeds the world market price. From 1982 to 1989 the world market price for 
peanuts averaged $494 per ton while the quota support price in the U.S. was $714 a ton. 
Lawmakers from peanut-producing states have repeatedly resisted efforts to scale back or 
eliminate this program. 

We report these statistics to demonstrate just one of the hundreds -- perhaps thousands -- 
of ways the federal government could cut billions from the deficit-ridden federal budget. 
Economic intervention since the 1930s not only has distorted the peanut market (making 
producers dependent on government protection), but has also forced consumers and taxpayers to 
pay through higher taxes (to support the USDA) and through higher market prices. 

Business Bullets 

* New York Governor Mario Cuomo is considering several new state tax proposals, 
including a $250 levy "on doctors and hospitals" for every new baby born in the state. The tax is 
expected to raise about $80 million a year, which naturally will be reflected in higher doctor and 
hospital bills. 

* Keynesian economist and Nobel prize winner Dr. James Tobin has defended President 
Clinton's economic proposals, saying that "spending money is spending money is spending 
money -- no matter what on." Thus, Tobin publicly confirms what critics of the Keynesian 
school have suspected for decades, that from the big government point of view, elimination of 
government corruption, fraud, and waste is counter-productive and irrelevant. The main task of 
the federal government in the Keynesian scheme is to distribute tax dollars. 

¢ The Clinton Administration has proposed legislation that would vastly expand the 
powers of the Environmental Protection Agency, giving the EPA administrator veto power over 
laws and regulations created by other Cabinet agencies. Here is additional evidence that 
environmentalism is one of the government's most effective tools for achieving control over 
Americans. 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 


EDUCATION REPORT 


Debating the Honig Legacy 
In a commentary for the Los Angeles Times on February 26th, education historian Diane 
Ravitch lamented the loss of California State Superintendent of Public Instruction Bill Honig, 
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who was convicted of funneling hundreds of thousands of dollars to a program run by his wife. 
(See "Education Report" in THE NEW AMERICAN, March 8, 1993) "What cannot be undone, 
fortunately," says Ravitch, "is Honig's legacy as an educational reformer." 

And what was Honig's great legacy? "First, he persuaded the Legislature to raise taxes for 
the schools," she correctly states. Then he established panels of "experts" who "created 
curriculum frameworks that became national models." They became "national models," however, 
not because they had proven effective in raising academic achievement in the schools, but 
because California is a politically powerful state, and because Honig's models had become 
popular with the liberal-left political and educational establishments. 

"Under Honig's tireless leadership, California launched a national movement for systemic 
change," noted Ravitch. And, "In the last two years of the Bush Administration, Honig's ideas 
became the basis for a new federal role in education." She should know: as an assistant secretary 
of education in the Bush Administration, Ravitch worked closely with Honig, state governors, 
and education bigwigs to nationalize our schools by establishing "national standards" and 
pushing "national curriculum reform." 

Joseph Farah, in his new newsletter Inside California, offers a less rosy perspective on 
the Honig legacy. "Before being run out of office," writes Farah, "... Bill Honig set in motion a 
plan designed to turn the state's schools into production lines for highly partisan, 'politically 
correct' activists." Farah cites, for example, the model curriculum found in the Honig-endorsed 
civics program entitled Civics for Democracy. The curriculum, reports Farah, assigns "public 
school students homework that includes picketing companies getting tax breaks, patrolling 
workplaces in search of health and safety violations and surveying investment policies to ensure 
that firms are adequately committed to 'social action." He sees the Ralph Nader-sponsored text 
as "little more than a transparent, one-sided propaganda blitz for big government. Its suggested 
activities would turn classrooms of kids into professional busybodies and government 
informants." 

Moreover. says Farah, "Homosexual rights, abortion rights and the unfettered right to 
welfare are as fundamental to the authors as traditional constitutional guarantees of free speech 


and due process .... All kinds of new rights are proposed, but there is no mention of one 
fundamental constitutional guarantee -property rights. There is also little emphasis on individual 
responsibility." 


Sex Ed and Russian Roulette 

The Janus Report on Sexual Behavior, hailed as the new Kinsey Report, notes that an 
increasing number of children aged 10, 11, and 12 are having full sexual relations. It reports also 
that women with the highest levels of education have the most promiscuous sexual histories, 
with twice as many partners as any other group of women. 

This much, at least, of the recently ballyhooed study by the husband-and-wife team of 
Samuel and Cynthia Janus is probably true. As more children at ever younger ages are 
introduced to curriculum programs like the pro-homosexual Children of the Rainbow, it is 
axiomatic that increasing numbers of tykes will experiment with sex. Likewise, it follows that 
young women who are exposed for prolonged periods to the sexual liberation propaganda that 
permeates most institutions of higher learning will succumb more readily to the carnal impulse 
than those who have not been subjected to the erotic wisdom of the academic sexperts and the 
hedonistic ambience typical of today's campuses. 

The grim results of the "sexual awareness" and "safe sex" programs that have been 
operating in our schools for years are clear for anyone who is willing to see: Our children are 
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being seduced into fornication in ever larger numbers and at ever more tender ages. As are our 
sexually uninhibited coeds and career women. One consequence is the continued skyrocketing 
incidence of sexually transmitted diseases (STDs) among school kids and young women. 

Ironically, at the very time that the media were gleefully trumpeting the findings of the 
Janus study, an official from the National Institutes of Health was reporting on the downside of 
the sexual revolution. Referring to the epidemic of STDs afflicting millions of U.S. women as a 
"plague of staggering proportions," NIH director Bernadine Healy warned that an estimated six 
million women a year in the United States contract gonorrhea, chlamydia, and other venereal 
diseases. Many of these infections go undiagnosed and untreated, reports Healy, resulting in at 
least one million U.S. women a year who develop pelvic inflammatory disease, or PID. It is a 
painful complication and in one out of four women leads to sterility. "These facts," notes Healy, 
"are particularly devastating when you consider that roughly 70 percent of women who develop 
PID are under the age of 25, and 75 percent have never had a child." 

The sex-ed gurus and the Hollywood image makers certainly know how to appeal to and 
manipulate the immature psyches and hormone-charged senses of youth, but they cannot repeal 
the laws of nature or probability. No amount of "sale sex" propaganda will protect the 
promiscuous from the consequences of their actions. Every illicit "sexual encounter" exposes the 
participants to a larger and more risky germ pool. Yet our education system and popular culture 
not only continue to encourage fornication and sodomy, but encourage our children to begin 
these practices earlier and to engage in them with greater frequency and with greater numbers of 
partners. By doing so, they are encouraging and enticing our children into participating in an 
increasingly dangerous game of Russian roulette in which there are fewer and fewer empty 
chambers. 

Minnesota Sex Oppression? 

According to copulatory expert Sam Janus, whose study breaks down sexual behavior 
geographically, "The Midwest has the least amount of sex." Which probably explains the 
"homophobic" attitudes that have the faculty of the St. Cloud State University Social Work 
Department in a dither. The Washington, DC-based Family Research Institute reported in its 
January/February newsletter that the SCSU homophiles have issued a position paper defending 
sodomite behavior and stating, in essence, that Christian students interested in careers in social 
work "need not apply." 

Entitled The S.C.S.U. Social Work Department's Position on Attitudes Towards Gay 
and Lesbian People, the document claims. "While all oppression is horrific, gay and lesbian 
people are denied certain legal rights routinely enjoyed by others, and thus, they are particularly 
vulnerable to the prejudices against them." The policy statement continues: 

Unfortunately, homophobia is so deeply imbedded in our culture that social work 

students like all other Americans are likely to have some preconceived negative 

stereotypes. However, we can expect from social work students that they both 

recognize their homophobia and commit themselves to learning more about 

homophobia and heterosexism. It is simply not acceptable for social workers to 

view homosexual people as perverse or as sinners any more than it is acceptable 

to view women or people of color as inferior. 

Many of our students come from strong religious backgrounds that do not 

accept homosexuality. For these students who seek a career as professionals in 

social work it is especially important that they understand what it means to accept 

gay and lesbian people. Accepting gay and lesbian people does not mean 
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accepting them as individuals while simultaneously abhorring their behavior. The 

separation of the client from the client's behavior cannot be used here to resolve a 

social worker's personal or ethical dilemmas .... For most gay and lesbian 

people their identity is integrally tied to their sexual orientation. To suggest that 

social workers can somehow separate people from the core of their identity is 

both incredibly presumptuous and dehumanizing. The only legitimate position of 

the social work profession is to abhor the oppression that is perpetrated on gay 

and lesbian people and to act personally and professionally to end the degradation 

in its many forms. 

According to Minnesota's self-appointed homophobe thought police, "We as social 
workers need to remind ourselves of the importance of our professional values .... A good 
place for many of us to start is by examining our attitudes and values towards lesbian and gay 
people and the lesbian and gay community." Furthermore, say the taxfunded SCSU 
homototalitarians, "At St. Cloud State the Social Work program intends to continually promote 
discussion and exploration about values. Students who have predetermined negative attitudes 
towards gay and lesbian people, and who are not open to exploring values will not find this 
program very comfortable and should probably look elsewhere for a major." 

Bye Bye, Fernandez 

Liberal lacrimations followed the February 10th ouster of New York City Schools 
Chancellor Joseph Fernandez by the city's central school board. Fernandez, best known for his 
crusade to push condoms in the classrooms and for trying to ram the controversial Children of 
the Rainbow multi-cultural curriculum down the throats of resistant parents, had finally gotten 
his comeuppance. When parents in Queens revolted over the blatantly pro-homosexual Children 
of the Rainbow, the Queens school board got the message and voted to reject the curriculum. 

Fernandez, outraged that the "ignorant" and "bigoted" inhabitants of Queens would 
oppose his model program of enlightenment -- which included such politically correct textbook 
paeans to the homosexual/lesbian "alternative" family as Daddy's Roommate and Heather Has 
Two Mommies -- fired the entire Queens school board. 

That was it; New Yorkers had had enough of Fernandez’ autocratic rule and the 
pandering of politicians to the militant pederast lobby. The central board reinstated the borough 
school board in Queens and fired Fernandez. 

Predictably, the prostitute press leapt to the defense of the embattled "educator." The New 
York Times, for instance, in a February 11th editorial, blasted the central board for not 
supporting Fernandez and his "progressive" agenda. Board members, said the Times, need to be 
"committed citizens willing to tackle mediocre local school boards." The bias and hypocrisy are 
obvious: Board members who cater to the vocal pedophile minority are sensitive "committed 
citizens"; those who pay heed to the traditional values booboisie are "mediocre" Neanderthals, or 
worse. 

But the Times went still further. Not only did the editors of the exalted paper demand that 
parents obediently hand over their children for the perverse experiments of the social engineers, 
but, apparently, these champions of the First Amendment believe that clerics who voice their 
objections to perversion in the classroom are egregiously violating "separation of church and 
state." In an attempt to muzzle the "meddling clergy," the Times published an Anna Quindlen 
column that lashed John Cardinal O'Connor for congratulating the school board on its vote to 
oust Fernandez. Quindlen sees grave danger to freedom and public order from "church officials 
who clearly overstep the bounds between moral guidance and politicking." Translation: If you 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


are the Reverend Jesse Jackson, Bishop Tutu, or any other man (or woman) of the cloth 
advocating politically correct policy, you are a "voice of conscience" to whom the public must 
hearken; but if you are a clergyman of orthodox bent, you'd better keep your trap shut or face 
prosecution for imperiling the fragile foundation of the Republic. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


STRANGER THAN FICTION 


Tight Race 

Fidel Castro's campaign workers took his reelection campaign door-to-door during last 
February's campaign in Cuba. According to a February 13th Reuters news dispatch, more than 
100,000 supporters of Castro held meetings and traveled throughout the country to urge citizens 
to reelect Castro as Cuba's president. 

No doubt many Cubans were puzzled by all this bother to get Castro reelected. After all, 
he was the only candidate on the ballot. 

Reason to Dread Birthdays 

As if being another year older weren't bad enough for many age-conscious Americans, 
now they have another problem to worry about on their birthdays: an increased likelihood of a 
heart attack. A study conducted at 90 New Jersey hospitals of over 118,000 heart attack victims 
found that heart attack rates were 21 percent higher in men and nine percent higher in women on 
their birthdays than on any other day of the same week. Dr. Alan Wilson, author of the study, 
suggested that "emotional stress and overindulgence" might contribute to the increase in heart 
attacks on that day. 

Swine on the Line 

If the average person were to answer the phone and hear grunts, snorts, and squeals on 
the other end of the line, he would slam down the receiver in anger. But not Dave Rousselow. 
When a caller left these sounds on his telephone answering machine recently, he knew 
immediately who the prankster was: one of the pigs on his farm. The porker found the cellular 
phone the Iowa farmer dropped in the pig pen during chores, and by chance hit the redial button, 
leaving the noises on Rousselow's answering machine. Rousselow wasn't immediately sure if the 
pig had made any long distance calls. 

Is Happiness Bad? 

It sounds like a question only a diehard pessimist would ask, but two University of 
Wisconsin-Oshkosh professors held a lecture on February 16th entitled "Happiness: Is it 
Overrated?" One of the lecturers, Assistant Professor of Psychology Susan McFadden, assured 
the press after the presentation that she has discovered that "happiness is a good thing" after all. 
Who says public schools are a waste of tax dollars? 

Dumb Lawsuit #1 

Maria Pilar Garcia Cabrera was born and raised in the Spanish Canary Islands, speaks 
Spanish as a first language, and celebrates Hispanic holidays. As one might expect, she 
designates her ethnic background as Hispanic. But the Boston School Department recently 
declared that for the purposes of its affirmative action program, Cabrera is not Hispanic. 

In its March 13th issue, the Brockton (Massachusetts) Enterprise recounted the story of 
how Cabrera took the School Department to court to get her ethnic designation legally changed 
to take advantage of the city's affirmative action hiring and promotion policies, and lost! The 
court denied Cabrera preferential minority status, but not on the obvious principle that granting 
preferential status to ethnic minorities means discriminating against non-minority groups. 
Amazingly, the court agreed with the school department that, despite overwhelming evidence to 
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the contrary, Cabrera was not Hispanic. 
Dumb Lawsuit #2 

The issue of women in the military didn't exist during the War Between the States; 
women just stayed off the battlefield then. But Mrs. Lauren Cook Burgess wants to change that, 
and participate as a combatant in the annual reenactment of the battle of Antietam at 
Sharpesburg, Maryland. Burgess, who dresses like a male soldier during civil war reenactments, 
was told by a park ranger to get off the field during the 1989 reenactment after she was spotted 
leaving a ladies rest room. According to the Washington Times, the ranger told Burgess that 
there was a government policy against women dressing up as male combatants, and was 
unimpressed with the Civil War buff's contention that three women had done exactly as she had 
during the real battle of Antietam. Burgess sued, and the Bush Administration actually spent tax 
dollars to defend the park policy. But on March 17th, a federal court ruled in Burgess' favor. 

Dumb Lawsuit #3 

In 1987, 305-pound Toni Cassisti was turned down for a position as a clerk in a health 
food store because store managers doubted a person of her weight would be physically capable 
of doing the job, according to a recent San Francisco Examiner story. 

"Because they believed I was unable to do my job, I had a perceived handicap," Cassisti 
argued in a lawsuit charging discrimination on the basis of weight. "Under the law .., they should 
have begun to make 'reasonable accommodations' or explain why they could not make these 
accommodations." In other words, because store managers doubted Cassisti could do the job for 
which she was applying, they should have rearranged the business to suit her needs instead of 
hiring someone else who was physically qualified to do the job. 

Believe it or not, the case has made it all the way to the California Supreme Court and is 
considered a possible landmark case by "fat rights" people. 

Umbrellas in Space 

A New Zealand scientist wants to put a giant umbrella in space to shade the earth from 
ultraviolet rays, according to a story in the March/April issue of The Futurist. Physical chemist 
Michael Mautner argues that a giant parasol positioned about one tenth of the way toward the 
sun would help stop "global warming." Mautner argues that "we need to screen out about 3% of 
the solar energy incident on earth. This requires a screen of about 2,000 square kilometers (1,200 
square miles)." 

Although Mautner concedes that "the screen would be the largest object ever made by 
humans." he is certain it can be produced with current technology. 

-- THOMAS R. EDDLEM 


THE CULTURE WAR 


Traitor with a Collar 

If the forces for good lose the Culture War, it will be because of people like Roger 
Cardinal Mahony in Los Angeles. Cardinal Mahony either just doesn't get it, or he is an 
undercover agent for relativism. 

You might recall that it was the good cardinal who criticized Hollywood for its bad 
values and then took it all back under pressure from big contributors like MCA-Universal 
honcho Lew Wasserman and high-paid lobbyists like Jack Valenti. Mahony didn't want to be 
misconstrued as a "censor," he explained. Better Hollywood should go on poisoning the minds of 
millions of kids than anyone should suggest that the head of the largest Catholic archdiocese in 
the United States is not sensitive to the needs of the artistic community. 

Now Mahony has topped that flip-flop by approving President Bill Clinton's decision to 
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lift the ban on homosexuals in the military. Pro-filers should also recall that Mahony was 
recently elected chairman of the National Conference of Catholic Bishops' Pro-Life Activities 
Committee. 

Redefining "Sanity" 

Remember how political prisoners in the former Soviet Union were often incarcerated in 
insane asylums? Well, leftists in the U.S. are greasing the skids for similar treatment of the 
"politically incorrect" worldwide. A new book by Theodore Roszak, the California history 
professor who gleefully coined the term "counterculture" in the 1960s, promotes the notion that 
we need a new global definition of sanity. Why? Because if we really believe it is "insane" to 
plunder the earth's natural resources, then it is time to put teeth behind the rhetoric. 

"Many of our wants and needs, our standards of wealth and prestige, turn out to be sick, 
painful, addictive desires," explains Roszak. "If we can redefine every meaning of the word 
'sanity,' we can redefine all the rules of the cultural game." 

What exactly does Roszak mean? He points out that we have not stopped buying cars 
despite choking cities like Los Angeles and Mexico City. We have not reduced our consumption 
of oil despite the Exxon Valdez tanker spill. So, all the media guilt alone will not do the trick. 
Apparently, a cultural lobotomy is the only thing that will work. 

And Roszak is not alone. His work is attracting notice in all the right places, and 
"therapists" are already in training to begin the mass diagnoses that will be necessary worldwide 
once the global Green Gestapo is ready. 

One Step Back? 

Radical secularists and relativists have an interesting problem: On the one hand they want 
to throw out 5,000 years of Judeo-Christian tradition and values. But they also want to reserve 
some of those traditions and values that they think are worth keeping. 

But how do feminists justify opposition to pornography without relying on an orthodox 
moral foundation? The answer: They demonstrate "group harm." At a recent conference in 
Chicago between the proponents of laws opposing "hate speech" and feminists opposing 
pornography, law professor Kathleen Mahoney explained that it is necessary to stop looking at 
obscenity as a moral question and analyze it in terms of the harm it does. Which raises the 
question: Without morals, what is harm? 

LA Riots Update 

While more than 90 percent of the criminal prosecutions from last spring's Los Angeles 
riots are completed, there has not been one murder conviction and only two for arson. Willing 
witnesses to some of the 53 murders and lesser crimes have never even been summoned to 
testify. And one video camera operator who recorded dozens of acts of violence and looting has 
been forced into hiding out of fear of reprisal. About one-third of all charges were dismissed, 
three times the normal rate. Now you know why so many of those looters saw on television were 
smiling. 

Brief Skirmishes... 

¢ The Left knows it's in a war. Do you? When Cotton, California printers Gene and 
Kimberly Garber declined to bid on printing the magazine of a homosexual group at the 
University of California-Riverside, other PC student groups decided to boycott their publishing 
company. The company stands to lose about $75,000 in annual business. 

¢ Maybe Bartlett's Familiar Quotations should be renamed Bartlett's Liberal 
Quotations. The Wall Street Journal points out that President Reagan's memorable lines about 
tearing down the Berlin Wall and the "Evil Empire" are nowhere to be found in the new edition. 
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In fact, there are twice as many quotes from Jimmy Carter than from Reagan. 

* Even after the PBS documentary Liberators was shown to be factually and historically 
flawed, it was shown again on San Francisco's KQED. 

* Columnist Joseph Sobran believes that the chief task of President Clinton in the next 
four years is to "find a way to stifle Rush Limbaugh. If he fails, there won't be a second four 
years." 

¢ The next time you hear a television talk-show host describe author-commentator Kevin 
Phillips as a Republican, or a conservative, or even a moderate, please keep in mind that Phillips' 
new book, Boiling Point, is being advertised extensively in the magazine Mother Jones. 

¢ This from British Prime Minister John Major following the arrest of two ten-year-old 
boys in the murder of a two-year-old: "I feel strongly that society needs to condemn a little more 
and understand a little less." 

-- JOSEPH FARAH 


CULTURAL CURRENTS A Coach Who Won't 
Compromise 

In January 1991, the University of Colorado Buffaloes football team won the national 
championship. Each season since then the Buffaloes have been in contention for the national 
title. According to Bill Maroft, the university's director of athletics, the team's performance 
reflects the extraordinary skill of its coach, Bill McCartney: "He took over a program that 
arguably was the worst in Division 1-A in the early '80s and took it to the very highest levels." 

But in March 1992, some students and faculty members at the university held a rally in 
which the demand was made that coach McCartney resign. McCartney was not being censured 
for a failure on the field, but for his indomitable devotion to politically incorrect values. 

Bill McCartney is a deeply committed Christian who does not look upon football as the 
measure of all things. Nor is McCartney content to keep his religion carefully isolated from his 
daily labors. In building his tremendously successful program McCartney cultivated team 
solidarity by inviting his players and coaches to join in prayer at team meals and before games. 
Predictably, this custom was brought to the attention of the ACLU, which compelled McCartney 
to discontinue the practice in 1985. 

A local magazine also published unsubstantiated allegations that McCartney was guilty 
of favoritism toward Christian players in matters of recruitment and starting assignments. This 
refrain would be taken up later, even as events illustrated the fact that an excess of Christian 
devotion was the least of the program's problems. 

Disciplined Team 

Between February 1986 and February 1989, two dozen Buffalo players were arrested on 
charges ranging from traffic violations to serial rape. College football players are, in many 
schools, a privileged class; furthermore, there is no shortage of people willing to believe that 
minority athletes are victims -even when they commit violent crimes that bring dishonor upon 
their schools. Theo Gregory, the academic coordinator for the University of Colorado athletic 
department, explained to Sports Mlustrated: 

If you're a black football player here, you're ethnically a minority because you're black, 

socially a minority because you're an athlete, culturally a minority because you 

might come from the projects, economically a minority because you can't afford 

to drive a BMW, and physically a minority because you're bigger than everybody 

else. Somebody racially slurs you, and you might have a tendency to overreact. 

For the powers that be, it is perfectly acceptable for young athletes to be regularly 
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baptized in such amoral nonsense -- and just as unacceptable for them to be exposed to 
Christianity. However, McCartney has continued voluntary prayer meetings, which are attended 
by about 25 members of his team. His program has also maintained a more than respectable 
graduation rate: 70 percent of his players earn degrees, and McCartney decorates his mantle with 
photographs of his team's graduates. 

Most significantly, McCartney has cracked down on the misbehavior that tarnished his 
team's reputation. In 1989 he enacted a "no-second-chances" rule. For a first offense, a player is 
suspended for one game; for a second offense the suspension lasts a season. The Buffaloes began 
their 1989-90 season without their two starting cornerbacks, who were suspended for a year 
because of misbehavior. 

The team played the opening game of its 1990-91 championship season without the 
services of star runningback Eric Bieniemy (a two-time Heisman candidate), who had been 
suspended for a game; the opener ended in a disappointing tie. Although he was upset by the 
severity of the sanction, Bieniemy spoke in support of McCartney: "I'll back him any time, even 
if we've had our ups and downs, because he loves and respects me." 

An Outspoken Faith 

Although McCartney enjoyed success on the field and the unqualified support of his 
players, he continued to annoy the custodians of political purity. In 1989, McCartney spoke 
publicly in support of the pro-life group Operation Rescue, provoking the hostility of the 
university's thought police. Although the controversy was short-lived, careful notice was taken of 
McCartney's actions by his critics. McCartney's team continued to improve en route to its 
national championship season. Following the team's 1991 triumph, the university recognized 
McCartney's value and ability by awarding him a 15-year contract that pays a minimum of 
$130,000 a year. 

McCartney remained visibly committed to Christian activism. In 1990, he organized a 
group called Promise Keepers, intended to encourage "Christian masculinity" through a positive 
example and civic involvement. In the spring of 1992 the group held its third annual convention 
in Folsom Field, the Buffaloes' home stadium. The meeting drew 25,000 Christian men from 
around the country. No improper influence was used by McCartney to obtain the use of the 
stadium: Promise Keepers paid the standard $40,000 fee for the use of the facility. But 
McCartney's unabashed Christian testimony continued to infuriate the University of Colorado PC 
directorate; his support for Colorado's controversial Amendment Two made them go ballistic. 

Growing Conflict 

Amendment Two, as is now well known, was a ballot measure that opposed the 
designation of homosexuality as a specially protected class. In February 1992, Colorado for 
Family Values, the group that sponsored Amendment Two, listed McCartney as a board member 
and identified him as Colorado's head football coach. The media seized upon the listing and 
descended upon McCartney en masse, demanding to know if his involvement had violated 
university policy. 

In keeping with his desire for propriety, McCartney called a press conference in which he 
separated his roles as head football coach and Amendment Two activist. During that press 
conference a reporter asked McCartney about his opinion of homosexuality; McCartney 
candidly replied that the practice is an "abomination [before] Almighty God." The sole purpose 
of the question was to provoke trouble for McCartney -- and trouble quickly came. 

McCartney's press conference was held on campus; he spoke from a lectern containing 
the University's logo while wearing a sweater containing the same symbol. His purpose in calling 
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the press conference was to dissociate the school from his activism, which he did. However, his 
critics insisted that by condemning homosexuality during the press conference (in response to a 
question) McCartney had somehow besmirched the university. 

Judith Albino, the university's president, allowed that McCartney had a right to express 
his views, but insisted that the coach had "inappropriately controlled the university's open 
forum." How one soft-spoken man speaking from a lectern could "control" a university's "open 
forum" is not clear to the unprejudiced observer; furthermore, a free speech question presents 
itself. 

McCartney's remark was immediately seized upon by the campus PC coalition. The 
university's Lesbian, Bisexual and Gay Alliance and College Democrats orchestrated a protest 
campaign. The campus newspaper published anti-McCartney broadsides. McCartney's office 
received 3,000 negative phone calls and 600 negative letters in the space of five days. 

In March, a campus rally was held to protest McCartney's public endorsement of 
Amendment Two. Many who spoke at the rally demanded that McCartney be fired, 
notwithstanding his winning record and rapport with his players. Colorado Congresswoman Pat 
Schroeder took time off from her efforts to scuttle the military to send a message to the rally 
describing the coach as a "self-appointed Ayatollah." 

Although McCartney had publicly said that homosexuals -- in spite of their abominable 
life-style -- should be treated with compassion, he was tarred with the predictable accusation of 
"making hatred of homosexuals seem respectable." 

Albino claimed that McCartney's remarks "communicated to some of our students that 
they were not welcome." Christof Kheim, a representative of the university's Student Union, also 
denounced the embattled coach: "He is spreading bigotry and gay bashing at an institution of 
higher learning. It's hard to believe he can be so narrow." 

Facing the Storm 

McCartney quietly continued his private support for Amendment Two and presided over 
yet another winning season. The Buffaloes went to the 1993 Fiesta Bowl in Tempe, Arizona, but 
lost a 26-22 heart-breaker against Syracuse. Predictably, many elements of the multiculturalist 
mafia united to protest McCartney's involvement in the Fiesta Bowl. The 1993 contest was the 
second consecutive Fiesta Bowl to become a public-works project for career malcontents: The 
1992 game had been picketed by groups protesting Arizona's refusal to recognize the Martin 
Luther King holiday. (The beleaguered state formally accepted the holiday through a ballot 
measure approved in November 1992.) 

So ubiquitous is the influence of PC that even Sports Illustrated found space for a dig at 
McCartney. In an overview of the 1993 New Year's Day bowls, writer Rick Reilly lamely 
commented that McCartney's "halftime speeches are terrific in the original German," a line 
borrowed -- without attribution -from Mark Russell's equally lame jab at Patrick Buchanan's 
Republican Convention speech. This was an oblique reiteration of the now-standard blood libel 
that active, politically involved Christians (and Orthodox Jews, as well) are little better than the 
Nazis. 

Neither McCartney's career nor his individual history is perfect, a fact he cheerfully 
concedes. However, he displays a commendable impatience with mediocrity and an admirable 
ability to instill that impatience in others. He offends conventional, secular sensibilities in many 
ways, but in nothing has he given greater offense than in his refusal to abandon his convictions 
on his doorstep. 

-- WILLIAM NORMAN GRIGG 
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PUBLISHER'S PAGE 
Government "Jobs" 
John F. McManus 


In a speech at New Jersey's Rutgers University on March Ist, President Clinton 
announced his new "national service" plan, in which the federal government would finance two 
years of tuition for college students in return for their services in government-approved jobs. 
Explaining the program to the approving Rutgers scholars, the President said: 

We'll ask you to help our police forces across the nation, training members for a new 

police corps that will walk beats, and work with neighborhoods and build the kind 

of community ties that will prevent crime from happening in the first place; we'll 

ask young people to work to help control pollution and recycle waste, to paint 

darkened buildings and clean up neighborhoods, to work with senior citizens and 

combat homelessness and help children in trouble. 

A Nice-Sounding Bad Idea 

Putting students to work to help them pay for college sounds like a great idea on the 
surface. That is, until one considers the incredible cost to an already bankrupt federal 
government. The expense of administering a "national service" program to hundreds of 
thousands of young people would be staggering to a government already terribly overburdened 
with a host of unconstitutional domestic programs. 

President Clinton has also proposed spending $1 billion to create tens of thousands of 
minimum-wage jobs for teenagers for a "summer of service." In a recent column, economist 
James Bovard showed how similar "jobs" programs in the past employed teenagers to sit around 
and talk, play basketball, or work off detention hours left over from the school year. 

Bovard noted Secretary of Labor Robert Reich's assurance that these summer programs 
are an "investment in the good work practices" of the young. The record, however, shows that 
they inspire cynicism and corruption, hardly the attitudes anyone should want to foster in 
youngsters. 

In the real world, a person is given a job in order to meet someone else's specific need. If 
there were a need for kids to sit around talking, playing basketball, or engaging in various 
make-work projects, the private sector would have been there to meet that need long ago. There 
Would be no need for government to coerce taxpayers to finance such "jobs." 

But, you say, there aren't enough "real" jobs for the young. The obvious answer to that is: 
If there weren't such high taxes and costly controls and regulations facing private businesses, 
there would be plenty of jobs for young people and adults alike. Businesses would expand, and 
more and more goods would become available. Taxing Americans to put a few people to work is 
completely ridiculous, unless of course the real goal is to destroy our economy. 

Wealth and Productivity 

It cannot be stated too often that a nation (or a civilization for that matter) will become 
wealthy whose people produce goods from the raw materials of the earth. Yes, there are those in 
an economy who are not themselves producers, who yet provide legitimate services. But these 
services are a necessary drag on productivity, not a pointless make-work boondoggle. Wealth 
comes as a result of productivity. If productivity is stifled, wealth declines. 

When a nation finds itself moving away from producing goods, it must quickly return to 
productivity or face certain ruin. Giving government power over productivity is a virtual 
guarantee that ruin is on the horizon. Yet, this is precisely what the American people are doing 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- www.thenewamerican.com 


by allowing the Clinton Administration to institute destructive schemes like national service and 
summer jobs programs. 
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